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Charles F. McCartney, Reedsville.
LeRoy Walker, Ridley Park.
Stephen G. McCahan, Saxton.
Ralph Blaine Althouse, Sharon Hill,
Mabel J. Stover, Shrewsbury.

Julia W. Lightner, Sinnamahoning.
William S. Becker, Temple.

Ella R. Williams, Vandergrift.
Harold G. Seyler, Weiser Park.
Charles E. Fullwood, Wellshoro.
Jacob F. Hertzog, West Lawn.

WITHDRAWAL
Ezxecutive nomination withdrawn from the Senate January
22 (legislative day of Jan. 16), 1936
POSTMASTER
FLORIDA

Albert S. Herlong, Jr., to be postmaster at Leesburg, in
the State of Florida.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 22, 1936

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, enable us to realize each day our
great responsibilities. Ever lead us to put our labors on the
side of right, truth, and justice. We beseech Thee to
strengthen us by a serene and sober optimism, quickening
our consciences, and walking in the light of Thy countenance.
Give Thy blessing to all tired bodies, jaded minds, and sick
souls. Let the revelation of Thy only begotten Son be our
ideal; we pray that our knowledge and influence may soften
the burdens of society and hasten on the better days. In
the name of our Lord and Master. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

REAR ADMIRAL ARTHUR LEE WILLARD

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp concerning the char-
acter and achievements of Rear Admiral Arthur Lee
Willard.

The SPEAKER, Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House
of Representatives, I know there are a large number of
Members of this body who were well acquainted with the
person, character, and distinguished services of Rear Ad-
miral Arthur Lee Willard, who died April 7, 1935, in Wash-
ington, D. C.

Rear Admiral Willard had a long and distinguished career
in the service of his country; he was born February 21, 1870,
at Kirksville, Mo., and was appointed as naval cadet in the
Naval Academy by Hon. William H. Hatch, then a Member
of Congress from the PFirst Missouri District, September 7,
1887, and during his service as cadet he distinguished him-
self by his excellent demeanor and achievements. He was
promoted to the position of ensign July 1, 1893, and his
services to his country were so distinguished and his achieve-
ments so successful that he was given the rank of rear
admiral June 5, 1924,

Having been born and reared in the First Congressional
District of Missouri, which I have the honor to represent, I
had the pleasure and good fortune to know him personally
for a good many years, and to know him well. He was not
only a gentleman of the highest order but was one of the
most distinguished naval officers of our country. He retired
from the service with a most enviable record for efficiency,
and I can fruthfully say that whatever he undertook to do
was done well, and his record in the Navy Department is one
of which all true Americans may well be proud. He enjoyed
the distinction of having many warm personal friends, and
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even in his boyhood and young manhood he stood out promi-
nently as one of great promise.

During the War with Spain he achieved a most signal dis-
tinction and rendered most effective and efficient service;
he was the first to plant the American flag on Cuban soil
during the War with Spain, and in honor of this achievement
the State of Missouri, the home of his birth, recognizing his
splendid service to his country, through its own legislature
voted and gave to him a gold sword as a token of Missouri’s
appreciation of his sterling qualities.

The First Congressional District of Missouri, which I have
the honor to represent, has the distinction of having had
born within its boundaries not only Rear Admiral Willard,
but also Admiral Robert E. Coontz, of Hannibal, Mo.; General
Pershing, of Laclede, Mo.; and General Crowder, of Grundy
County, Mo.; and a very remarkable thing is that Admiral
Coontz, Rear Admiral Willard, General Crowder, and General
Pershing were all residents of the same town at the same time
in the First Congressional District.

Rear Admiral Willard was one of the most pleasant char-
acters it has been my pleasure to know; he was a man of
tremendous energy and devotion fo duty; he was always
keenly alive to the best interests of his country; took great
pleasure and spent much time, aside from his official duties,
E;s :ot;]ydy the problems that had bearing on his country’s

Rear Admiral Willard and his wife, Isabel Ellison Willard,
were always held in the highest esteem by those who knew
them. Mrs. Willard was the daughter of Judge Andrew
Ellison, who for many years distinguished himself as a Mis-
souri jurist. The Ellison family furnished a long line of
Jjudicial officers in the history of Missouri; they were a family
of distinguished lawyers, upright and splendid citizens.

The last time and opportunity I ever had fo see Rear
Admiral Willard was at a Missouri Society meeting where
we were then conducting exercises in honor of Admiral
Robert E. Coontz, deceased.

We mourn with their loved ones; and in bereavement we
recall that, while all men must meet death somewhere on
the way, our friend met his death with honors full upon him.
I am sure he was able fo join voices with that valiant spirit
who sang:

Under the wide and starry sky,
Dig the grave and let me lie.

Glad did I live and gladly die,
And I laid me down with a will.

This be the verse you grave for me,

Here he lies, where he longed to be.

Home is the sailor, home from the sea,
And the hunter home from the hill,

THE CONSTITUTION AND THE SUPREME COURT

Mr, DUNN of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks and to include therein &
speech I delivered over the National Broadcasting Co. as of
January 20, 1936.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. DUNN of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, under the leave
to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following
address which I delivered over the radio on January 20,
over the N, B. C. System.

When the Constitution of the United States was first framed, it
consisted of an enacting clause and seven articles, and it is inter-
esting to examine the enacting clause, generally known as the
preamble. “We, the people of the United States, do ordain and
establish this Constitution of the United States”—(1) “In order
to form a more perfect union; (2) to establish justice; (3) to
insure domestic tranquility; (4) to provide for the common de-
fense; (5) to promote the general welfare; and (8) to secure the
bleaalngs of liberty to ourselves and our posterity.”

In these 57 words we find a definite and succinct statement
of the objectives for which such an instrument was created and to
analyze each of the objectives would entail voluminous discus-
slon; but I do desire to examine one or two of the objectives in
order to reach a comparable slant on the minds of the framers
of the Constitution and on the minds of present-day legislators
and jurists.

In the first case, one of their objectives was to advise the people
of the newly created union, that in order to be a happy people, a
composed people, tranquillity needs must be had. BSurely this
philosophy is as applicable today as it was then. We now come to
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the question of whether the word “tranquillity” as used in the objec-
tive of the preamble by the framers of the Constitution was meant
only to direct the future Government of the United States of
America toward a course of ordinary composure in our affairs of
government, irrespective of changes in the social order of things
and the natural progress of science. As for myself, I do not so
interpret this objective, nor do I give it credence when so inter-
preted by the courts of the land. I believe that when the words
“domestic tranquillity” were used by the statesmen and framers of
the Constitution, they had in mind that these words should make
for an economic composure and peace; a tranquil condition, which,
under all circumstances, would make our Nation a nation free from
chaos and poverty, thus, in turn, giving us a tranquil spirit of heart
and soul—for without economic peace and composure there can be
little or no other kind of peace and composure.

Therefore, if this be logical—and I hope you agree with me—is it
not the rational thing to say that this sort of tranquillity must be
met according to the times? Must not our courts regard this state-
ment in the preamble as a sort of barometer in overcoming prece-
dents which have long since outlived themselves? And then comes
the statement in the preamble, “To promote the general welfare.”
This objective certainly speaks for itself, and its very common-
place meaning seems to abhor as well as condemn old and worn-out
precedents that belong to an order of affairs long since shelved by
the modern laws of economics.

I believe if the framers of the Constitution were living today and
preparing such a sacred statement of objectives, they would add the
following: “To promote the welfare by meeting changing
conditions with adequate legislation”, and that is exactly what
Franklin D, Roosevelt has been assiduously trying to do, even in the
face of paramount obstacles.

In other words, my friends, there must be some flexibility in all
laws, and certainly this applies to the Constitution of the United
States, because its enacting clause contains such objects as “to
insure domestic tranquillity” and “promote the general welfare”,
and both of these objectives certainly imply the sacred rights of a
government to meet emergency conditions with the sort of legisla-
tion necessary to promote the general welfare and to insure domestic
tranquillity.

So much for this very personal observation.

Much discussion is now being heard, mostly political discussions
among party leaders, concerning the power of the Supreme Court
and especially its recent decision on the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, which became a law in May 1983. As to their legal judgment
or conclusions I have nothing to say but I have observed a
growing tendency among its members to hairsplit an issue and to
opine that certain precedents, none of which aline themselves
with modern conditions, must control irrespective of the consti-
tutional objective that we must promote the general welfare—
nor do I propose that constitutional amendments are necessary
to meet such emergency legislation as the Agricultural Adjustment
Act because I believe the right to salvage by Federal legislation
the hopes and prosperity of 30,000,000 farmers is plainly written
in the Constitution itself, and I have found no more pertinent
statement or opinion among numerous opinions recently handed
down by Federal courts than the decision in the case of Economy
Dairy Co., Inec., v. Henry A. Wallace, Secretary, and Milton R.
Beck v. Henry A. Wallace, Secretary, reported in 61 Washing-
ton Law Reports, page 633, in the Supreme Court of the District
of Columbia. Here the validity of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act was involved and on August 29, 1933, Mr. Justice O’'Donoghue
refused to grant temporary injunciions and dismissed the bills
of complaint on the following grounds, “Because the court finds
that a national emergency exists and that the welfare of the
people and the very existence of the Government itself are im-
periled”; further, the justice stated:

“The day has passed when absolute vested rights in contract or
property are to be regarded as sacrosanct or above the law. Neither
the necessity of life nor the commodities affected with a public
interest can longer be left to ruthless competition or selfish greed
for their production or distribution, and, therefore, the court finds
that the Agricultural Adjustment Act passed by Congress May 12,
1933, is constitutional and that the regulations and licenses pro-
mulgated and issued thereunder are reasonable and valid.”

And even in the United States Supreme Court itself we find
dissension. Just a short time ago we find Justice Cardozo accus-
ing the majority of the Supreme Court of using a process of
“psychoanalysis” to impute meaning to acts of Congress. His
statement implied very strongly that the judiciary was tampering
with the domain belonging strictly to the legislative and the execu-
tive departments of government., Be this as it may, to say the
least, the Supreme Court itself is well divided as to what actually
is the proper interpretation of the Constitution as affects such
modern emergency legislation as the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
which certainly did, during its existence, insure domestic tranquil-
lity and promote the general welfare of 30,000,000 farmers which,
necessarily in turn, either directly or indirectly insured domestic
tranquillity and promoted the general welfare to a mighty extent
to every other commercial and industrial agency in the United
Btates, because it is a recognized fact that agriculture is the tap-
root of all prosperity, and when it lags behind all other commodi~
ties are affected. A

Let us look for a moment at that part of the Supreme Court's
decision affecting the Agricultural Adjustment Act which I con-
sider highly pertinent to this discussion and equally as incon-
sistent in interpretation. The opinion held that the Congress
had no right or power to authorize the spending of money for
the aid of agriculture—it held that while the Congress had the
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autherity to tax and spend for the national welfare it could not
dosobymntnctingwithmrmembecausathmmarightre-
served unto the States. The Court also held that agriculture
was not a matter of national concern. Then, in quite the next
breath, we find the Court saying that any and all industrial
plants in whatever States they may be located may be aided by
certain tariff taxes authorized by the commerce clause found in
the Constitution. Now for the inconsistency. This all mighty
and powerful tribunal has actually told the of the
United States that it may go ahead and aid industry in the States
by virtue of the commerce clause in the Constitution but that the
general-welfare clause does not authorize aid to agriculture, with-
ﬁltl'fl which the commerce clause and industry would amount to
e.

I say that when 30,000,000 Americans are faced with economic
destruction; when they are hungry and socially depressed then
the general welfare of the Nation is concerned to a paramount
extent, and legislation enacted to sustain assistance to them
should be held to be constitutional. And in the words of Justice
Stone of the United States Supreme Court in his dissenting opin-
ion in the Agricultural Adjustment Act decision: “The interpre-
tation of our great charter of Government which proceeds on any
assumption that the responsibility for the preservation of our
institutions is the exclusive concern of any one of the three
branches of Government, or that it alone can save them from
destruction, is far more likely in the long run, to obliterate the
constituent members of indestructible States than the frank rec-
ognition that , even of a Constitution, may mean what
it says. That the power to tax and spend includes the power
to relleve a Nation-wide maladjustment by conditional gifts of
money.”

It was said not so long ago by a Justice of the Supreme Court,
and there has been no argument as to the truth of the statement
coming from his assoclates, that the depression we have been in
for almost 6 years is an emergency worse than war. Surely this
is the truth, and legislation to aid 30,000,000 people sorely dis-
tressed, whose patriotism has been challenged by the laws of
adversity, certainly comes within the fair rule applicable to ma-
tional welfare which would make the Agricultural Adjustment
Act constitutional.

Laws must fit in with modern civilization. Antiquated interpre-
tations are foul to modern progress. I have the very highest
regard for our Supreme Court, but if it cannot and will not regard
the welfare of 30,000,000 farmers in their hour of economic and
physical misery because of legal technicalities, which I have been
unable to find in the present case, then it is up to the National
Congress to correct the situation and do it quickly.

Why should not such a situation be corrected by legislation if
the effect of such legislation is to insure domestie tranquility and
bring us once again from the abyss of economic misery? Is it to
be said that any law that shall a an abrogation of age-old
and musty precedents is an insult to the wisdom of our American
institutions? Certainly not. One who becomes ill this day and
time and perhaps needs the handiwork of a surgeon certainly would
not trust the handiwork of the surgeon who practiced according to
the art of 100 years ago. Ome would naturally want the surgeon
who practices the modern and scientific way. And just as experi-
ence and changed conditions has compelled the surgeon of yester-
day to abandon musty precedents and employ methods commen-
surate with the sclence of the times, s0 also must not only the
laws be made to meet a similar situation as regards our economic
system, but the minds of men, including jurists, must articulate
also according to changed and modern conditions.

And so, in closing, I must say again that I do not feel that
amendments to our Constitution are necessary, but if there is
no other way out, then it is up to the National Government to
find a way to deal nationally with matters of a national nature;
matters which, as in the Agricultural Adjustment Act, are beyond
the reach of the States of the Union insofar as ald is concerned.

Just as man has learned from experience to build over his head
sultable shelter from endangering elements, so also must the Gov-
ernment find shelter through patriotic legislation as needs be to
care for its people during an economic hwricane, because, as
Thomas Jefferson once wrote to a Irlend, as recorded on pages
177, 178, and 179 of the writings of Thomas Jefferson, volume 7,
and compiled under act of Congress from the original manuscript,
“The Judges are not the ultimate arbitrators of our constitutional
questions”; and in another letter, addressed to Monsieur A. Coray
and dated October 31, 1823, Thomas Jefferson wrote as follows:
“At the establishment of our Constitution the judiciary bodies
were supposed to be the most helpless and harmless members of
the Government. Experience, however, soon showed in what way
they were to become the most dangerous; that the insufficiency of
the means provided for their removal gave them a freehold and
irresponsibility in office; that their decisions seeming to concern
individual suitors only, pass silent and unheeded by the public af
large; that these decisions, nevertheless, become law by precedent,
sapping by little and little the foundations of the Constitution, and
working its change by construction, before anyone has percelved
that that invisible worm has been busily employed In con-
suming its substance. In truth, man is not made to be trusted
for life, if secured against all liability to account.”

Finding Jefferson taking a stand of this sort, then surely In
our modern ways -this philosophy ought to appeal to us as a
gulding light in maintaining domestic tranquillity and promoting
the general welfare, because yesterday is & remembrance, tomor-
row a hope, and today alone is ours.
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PROGRESS IN COMMUNICATIONS

Mr, BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
an address by Hon. George Henry Payne, Federal Communi-
cations Commissioner.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I include the following address of
George Henry Payne, Federal Communications Commis-
sioner, January 13, 1936, at the Graduate School of Busi-
ness Administration of Harvard University, Cambridge,
Mass.

In the year and a half of its existence the Federal Communica~
tions Commission has made distinet contributions to the im-
provement and regulation of the industries for which it is the
governmental regulating body. This statement will be challenged
by some, laughed at by others, but I feel safe in assuring you
that no one will arise with an offer to debate it in publie.

Some of those who have been bettered and improved are not
quite conscious of it yet. Some of them are still breathing a
little strenuously in the rarified high altitude into which they
have been somewhat involuntarily raised. Nevertheless, I think
we may say in the language of Galileo, as translated by Artemus
Ward, “The world do move"—referring, of course, to the world of
communications.

When I appeared here last spring the Commission was just
emerging from its swaddling clothes. It still has its growing pains.
Not infrequently, I believe, when I am not around, I am referred
to as one of the most distinct ones. Despite this fact, our rela-
tionship with the companies under our regulation are marked by
amiability that almost may be considered dangerous.

The problems that confront all three divisions of the Communi-
cations Commission—the problems of telegraphy, telephony, and
broadcasting—while of Interest to most groups, although from
different angles, are all three problems, with which business, busi-
nessmen, and what is known as the business world are particularly
interested.

First, there is the Division whose activities are confined to the
regulation of the telegraph field. This is one of the few countries
in the world where the telegraph is in the hands of private indi-
viduals. This is one of the few countries in the world where we
have competitive companies, privately owned, cutting each others
throats with unction and glee at the expense of the public. One
of the first things that the Telegraph Division of the Federal
Communications Commission did was to make an investigation
into the possibilities of merger, under section 4 (k) of the act
which brought us into being. Our recommendations to Congress
were not treated with a great deal of respect by Congress, due,
in part I imagine, to the fact that we were not very popular for
a while.

Since that time and since the Postal-Telegraph Co. has been
reorganized, there has developed, I believe, more of a sympathetic
attitude toward our recommendations.

In the Telephone Division great progress has been made in the
very momentous undertaking of an investigation of the very
large and important company—the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. Seemingly a mere incident in its work, it was a notable
accomplishment to establish radiotelephonic communication with
France, not without quite a few dificulties. Up to the time that
this was done there seemed to be a belief that the Government had
very little to say in the matter because the telephone system, on
this side of the water, was a private corporation. By deciding to
give part of the existing facilities for radio trans-Atlantic telephone
transmission to a country other than Great Britain, we established,
I believe, in quarters where there was some confusion on the
subject the fact that our Government intends to control its own
communications.

At a recent hearing, the attorney for the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. made an illuminating remark. He sald, “If the
company has not been completely frank in the past it will be so
in the future.”

Such a statement as the able attorney for the American Tele-
phone & Telegraph made augurs well for the future.

Beveral weeks ago, ng at the University of Syracuse, I
stated that, “the Commission has also had to suffer from the
most efficient propaganda of the telephone company, as, for
instance, in the case of the coaxial cable, with regard to which it
was printed from one end of the country to the other that the
Commission, by not granting the American Telephone & Telegraph
Co. an unrestricted license to lay the coaxial cable, was holding
back the coming of television for many years.”

It was one of the distinguished representatives of the telephone
company who came to me with clippings that he had collected
from newspapers in all sections of the country and admitted that
those clippings justified the statement, but wished me to know
that in no case had the company encouraged the apparent propa-
ganda and that, as a matter of fact, it had exerted every possible
human effort to trace the source of these articles which repre-
sented the position of the company,

I have referred to these matters because they reflect what I
believe should be the proper attitude of large business units
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toward governmental agencies. It is true that in these same
hearings of the coaxial cable another distinguished attorney of
the same company—not only a brilllant man but one with a most
ingratiating personality—did state, when he was asked what re-
strictions the Government should put on the granting of the
licenses that would permit the company to lay a cable between
New York and Philadelphia, that he would prefer “that there be
no restrictions at all.” The laughter that followed this observa-
tion was due, doubtless, to the fact that his remark certalnly
represented the worn-out phil hy of another day. “Rugged
individualism”, they called it, but it was individualism only for
those powerful enough to tell the Government they wished no
restrictions on their operations and no regulation. There was
little individualism for those not powerful enough to defy not
only the Government but public opinion. There was little indi-
vidualism and little opportunity for the many who had to take
what the powerful business units were pleased to give them.

DEVELOPMENT IN COMMUNICATIONS

The fascinating part of these problems of communication is the
widely spread belief among scientists and others that we are on
the threshold of even greater developments than those marvels
that have been revealed to us in the past 20 years or so. It was
Mr. David Sarnoff who stated that he believed the time would
come when a man would be able to turn on a small apparatus,
the size of a wrist watch, to call up his house and state that he
was going to be late for dinner because he had to go and see,
possibly, a sick friend. Marvelous as is the thought, it is not
without some suggestion of horror if, along with the ability to
turn on the frequency for voice on, he or his wife, in
turn, were able to turn on a frequency permitting picture trans-
mission or television.

There are those who even say that the time may come with the
development of the radio spectrum when there will be instant
communication for every man, woman, and child in the United
States. If that astonishing day ever does arrive and the com-
plaints that need adjustment over the use of frequencies increase
proportionately, I can imagine no unhappier job than being a
member of the Federal Communications Commission. Those who
have given little thought to the subject may think that these
advantages of the future are extravagant. Charles William
Taussig, Jr., called my attention to an incident within our own
memory that is just as remarkable as anything that has been
prognosticated in radio development. During the early part of the
war, practically the only marine radio was that which existed
between ships in the same neighborhood for a distance of half a
mile or thereabouts. At about this time, Edwin H. Armstrong,
a radio inventor, went abroad and in cooperation with the British
Admiralty set up an apparatus in Whitehall, London, in the
Admiralty office. Overnight the British Admiralty was able to
pick up all the messages being exchanged by the German fleet,
located at Kiel, without the Germans knowing anything about it.

The most important of the many problems that have confronted
the Federal Communications Commission in the year and a half
of its existence has been that of combating the impression that
the new Commission was or could be dominated by the bodies,
industries, or corporations over which it was given by Congress
the power to regulate. There was a belief that our predecessor,
the old Radio Commission, was dominated by the industry that
it was supposed to restrain and control. I am very happy to say
that such is not the case, and that many of the corporations over
which we have jurisdiction are quite convinced that the Com-
mission, or those divisions with which they deal, form independent
Judgments without bias or without prejudice and with no other
interest or consideration than regard for their oath of office.

Just as there has been improvement in the relations between
the Commission and the companies under our regu-
lation, so there is evidently a very steady trend of improvement
in the character of the programs broadcast throughout the coun-
try, although I am frank to admit there is still a considerable
distance to go. It would be unfair on my part if, when I had
s0 sharply criticized those responsible for programs and adver-
tising that were distasteful, I did not frankly admit that there
is a new and better attitude of mind in the matter of the broad-
casters’ responsibilities to the public. The idea is beginning to
take hold that the widespread criticism is not merely the yawping
of splenetic faultfinders. It is to be admitted that the
advertiser, from his purely mercenary point of view, should not
be the dominating factor in deciding what a hundred million
people should be forced to listen to. In the mere matter of
advertisements for liquor and alcoholic beverages, the protests
are bearing fruit.

A gentleman who is one of the powerful financial factors in
radio, with whom I talked over this matter some months ago,
took the most encouraging point of view. I think the broad-
casters missed their opportunity when they permitted Dr. James
M. Doran, administrator of the Distilled Spirits Institute, con-
sisting of liquor distillers and manufacturers, to make the first
public pronouncement that he had such a regard for public
opinion and the rights of the people to decide what messages
should come into their homes, that the members of his associa-
tion would discontinue radio advertising.

I don't know whether I have brought much information or
comfort to the students here when I first began my series of
talks 8 months ago, but I will tell you frankly that the talks here
at Harvard and those at Cornell, Columbia, and Syracuse Uni-
versities, and elsewhere, have been a great comfort and en-
couragement to me.
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The theory that t 1s best when it is conducted around
a table by a couple of “good fellows” is fundamentally unsound.
It has contributed to most of the vices of government; it has con-
tributed to much of the degradation of business. I don't intend
to imply that relations should not be amicable or that men can-
not have friends among those with whom they deal in the govern-
mental capacity, but standards of friendship should be as high
as the standards of official duty and business conduct.

There are many men who are intimate friends during a life-
long period and possibly not one word passes between them that
might not be heard by anyone or everyone. There is, however,
the other type—the person who meets you in the Pullman car
and because you ask him for a match immediately wants to know
if you have heard the latest of Mae West's.

It was Goethe who said, in substance, that you find in Rome
what you bring with you. It is the same everywhere, and particu-
larly so in business life.

In a radio speech that I made shortly after the present Commis-
sion began its work I quoted President Theodore Roosevelt to the
effect that “the Commission (referring to the Interstate Commerce
Commission) cannot do permanent good unless it does justice to
the corporations precisely as it exacts justice from them. The pub-
lie, the shippers, the stock and bond holders, and the employees all
have their rights, and none should be allowed unfair privileges at
the expense of the others.”

Those were the words of Theodore Roosevelt. Let me add to
them, in closing, the lofty thought of another great man, applicable
not only to this Commission but to all government:

*All the grand sources of human suffering”, sald John Stuart Mill,
“are in a great degree, many of them almost entirely, conquerable
by human care and effort, and though their removal is grievously
slow, though a long succession of generations will perish In the
breach before the conquest is completed, yet every mind sufficiently
-intelligent and generous to bear a part, however small and uncon-
spicuous, * * * will draw a noble enjoyment from the contest
itself which he would not for any bribe in the form of selfish
indulgence consent to be without."

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, after other Members have
made their requests, I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
3 minutes to make a statement.

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not recognize the gentle-
man for that purpose until after the bonus bill is dis-
posed of.

PROMISE AND PERFORMANCE

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
the promises and performances of the administration.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, political platforms have
been altogether too often regarded as things on which to
ride into office. They are regularly adopted by national con-
ventions which regard themselves as bound by no laws, and
which went out of existence with the adoption of the plat-
form and the nomination of its candidates for President
and Vice President. Nobody held himself responsible for
the birth and nobody seriously considered the terms; what-
ever any group demanded was usually inserted—and for-
gotten.

The candidate for the Presidency received the notice of
his nomination some time later and promptly wrote his own
platform. The official document was almost without excep-
tion full of vague declarations of principles and even these
were all too often phrased in “weasel” words. On June 27,
1932, a new page was written into major party history. The
Democratic National Convention drafted and adopted a
platform which was so brief as to be read; so plainly stated
as to be understood; and so straightforward as to be a chal-
lenge and revive the almost dead hopes of our people. In
addition it contained this solemn pledge:

Belleving that a party platform is a covenant with the people
to be kept faithfully by the party when entrusted with power,
and that the people are entitled to know in plain words the
terms of the contract to which they are asked to subscribe, we
hereby declare this to be the platform of the Democratic Party.

Remember the dramatic, precedent-breaking, custom-
smashing trip through the air when the Governor of New
York flashed from Albany into Chicago and there, in the
presence of the very men and women who had adopted the
ringing declaration of principles, with the deepest emotion
and the simplest language made their platform his solemn

-pledge?
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That pledge was repeated and amplified during the cam-
paign. Frankly and without qualification, the Democratic
Party and their President which it proudly furnished the
Nation are entitled to be called to account and to render
the report of the squaring of performance with promises of
action with words.

We are not merely meeting a challenge; we are not an-
swering an indictment. We are proudly and with no eva-
sions coming to our people with the declaration that our
President and our party have been faithful to the trust
reposed in us.

In the language of one of our great leaders, “Let us look at
the record.” However, before we can test the record we may
well find and agree upon a yardstick. That yardstick is in
the platform. It is plain, simple, and may be used on all
occasions and for all purposes. Fortunately, this measure is
not only in the platform but it is there with striking em-
phasis. It was deliberately adopted as the sole floor amend-
ment to the platform as it came from the committee. It is
the summing up of the party purposes and the declaration
of the party goal. We are willing to stand or fall on that
record when measured by this basic statement out of the
heart of that great convention. Lef us repeat it:

We advocate the continuous responsibility of government for
human welfare. 4

Human misery stalked the land with ever more menacing
tread from 1929 to 1932. Statistical charts show the stagna-
tion of commerce, the flight of credit, the collapse of the
banking structure, the ruin of business; but the memory of
human hearts alone can picture and evaluate the thwarting
of ambitions, the darkening of hope, the wiping out of sav-
ings, the loss of jobs, the foreclosure of mortgages, the
gnawing of hunger, the stark despair which gripped the heart
of our people—the brutal corruption under Harding, hitting
a new low level with its debauchery of public morals; the
smug complacency of the Coolidge days, ignoring the na-
tional orgy of paper profits; and the hopeful corner watching
of Hoover, whirling down the spiral of disaster

Closed factories, silent mills, deserted mines, foreclosed
homes, bankrupt men, jobless workers, striking farmers,
hungry children, and hopeless prospects were the legacy of
12 years of Republican rule. The hundreds of thousands of
foreclosed homes and farms, the bottomless prices of agri-
culture, the 10,000 banks closed prior to September 1832, the
literally countless millions of unemployed, and the uniform
bankruptcy of our municipalities were the heritage of Hard-
ing corruption, Coolidge indifference, and Hoover donothing-
ism. PFranklin Delano Roosevelt cannot be charged with that
record, but it must be reproduced to keep the record straight.
To understand where we are we must remember where we
were.

First of all, our hopeless and bewildered people despaired
of leadership, but when Franklin Delano Roosevelt stood at
the east portico of the Capitol and assumed leadership, the
heart of America leapt. Its lifeblood began to flow; its will
to live reasserted itself, and the Nation lifted its face to the
future. Its banks were closed, to be reopened only when
the remaining savings of our people were safe.

In this crisis the expenses of government were drastically
reduced. Excepting only the Federal judges, every public
servant from the President in the White House to the hum-
blest scrub woman in the smallest Government building
accepted a cut in wages equal in percentage. The veterans
made a mighty contribution. Immediately Government
credit was restored, and the day was won. From that hour
the defeat of depression was as certain as sunrise. Thus
the first of our pledges was redeemed. The National Budget
as to its normal expenditures was balanced, but, fortunately,
the Budget was not made a sacred calf.

No man worthy of the name figures the price of water
when his house is on fire; no father stops the surgical opera-
tion because his son’s operation will strain his credit or ex-
haust his resources. He pledges everything to save his boy's
life. He considers his obligation to his son superior to his

pledge to deposit part of his salary in the saving bank. So
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a nation! Confronted as we were with actual hunger and
the destruction of human life itself, remembering our plat-
form, we made human welfare the task and we immediately
used our restored credit to take the boys off the streets and
put them in the C. C. C. camps.

We chose to recreate men rather than to recruit gangsters.
We bought up the mortgages and gave our tottering farmers
and home owners a chance to save their farms and homes.
‘We poured out billions to our railroads and to our banks that
they might assume their places as effective servants of our
people. We threw the mighty resources of our Nation be-
hind the humble and the great. We repudiated the philos-
ophy that would help the powerful in the blind hope that
they might pass on a broader charity to the ordinary citizen.
‘We restored the Jacksonian concept that the humblest citi-
zen was entitled to the full support of his Nation's might.

We so successfully restored the credit of our currency that
our dollar is the soundest money in the world. Our land
is the refuge of the capital in the world in these troubled
days. When the world becomes sane again our stable cur-
rency will be the rallying point of world finance.

- Through reciprocal trade agreements we have reopened
the markets of the world. We are breaking down the artifi-
cial barriers which had reduced our foreign trade to the
vanishing point.

We have extended our credit to our weakened State and
local governments. Without the strong hands of the Fed-
eral Goyernment millions of our citizens would have starved.

We have started a great and comprehensive program of
useful public works, possible only with the Federal funds
and credit. We have at the same time conserved national
resources and furnished work. We have built for the fu-
ture and at the same time we have not pauperized our
people. We have declared that work is honorable, but that
charity to the able-bodied is degrading.

We have used too much water here; we have lost some
hose there; we have wasted some efforts in this place and
that; but we have carried on through the world's greatest
conflagration and have definitely defeated starvation, revo-
lution, and disaster. We have restored 5,000,000 jobs in
private industries and we are clearing out the last smoking
remains of the red ruin.

We have established as a definite policy that the Federal
Government owes a responsibility for unemployment of the
willing worker and for the comfort of the worthy aged.
True, the amount granted is not yet adequate, but with
returning prosperity we can increase the Federal contribu-
tion until the horrors of the old days will have become but
unpleasant memories.

We promised to restore the purchasing power of agricul-
ture, and we have done so in the great basic commodities.
If you say, “Yes; but you did it by unconstitutional methods”,
we answer that the reasoning of the minority opinion of the
" Triple A decision, so ably stated by Justice Stone, seems sound
law to us. We will find some method of securing a perma-
nent justice for our farmers, even if we have to revamp the
mechanics of government. The fathers dedicated our Gov-
ernment to the general welfare and we will fulfill that trust,
even if the old engine has to be readjusted, even as our fathers
would have acted. They followed ideals and not methods.
We need to consider the results to be gained rather than
solely the tools to be used. Even the best-tempered steel edge
needs some sharpening.

We have maintained the Army and Navy at the highest
point of efficiency, and we are providing an adequate national
defense for any contingencies which may come from a world
possibly again about to commit wholesale destruction. We
will have peace, but we cannot close our eyes to the terrible
fact that the strong marauder still robs the weak.

Business cried out for salvation and was given its first
Nation-wide opportunity to cooperate within itself, with the
benefit of Federal guidance, direction, and assistance.

Under N. R. A. business did survive the chaos of 1933. The
greatest impetus in history was given to the elimination of
unfair trade practices, the protection of labor in respect to
hours, wages, and working conditions, and a real atiempt
was made to secure consumer representation. Although the
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Supreme Court ruled that most business was outside the
scope of Federal control and that our Government was pow-
erless to protect child labor from the unscrupulous boss, to
limit hours and conditions of work, to prevent vicious oppres-
sion of weaker competitors, or to secure rights for consumers,
a start has been made and many industries are carrying out
the principles first established by N. R. A.

We have declared our natural resources to be under the
public frust and we have revived the standard of Theodore
Roosevelt—that our natural heritage should be passed onto
our children, better developed and more valuable than when
we received it from our fathers.

We have used every power and resource of government
to compel the sellers of stocks and bonds to give the ordi-
nary purchaser—the investing public—true and accurate
information as to bonuses, commissions, principal actually
invested, and the real interest of the sellers. In other
words, to tell the truth.

We have, in exact compliance with the platform, used
the full power of the Federal Government to regulate hold-
ing companies in the utility fields, to restrict within the
limitation of fair returns the rates of utility companies, and
to prevent a recurrence of the Insull outlawry, with its
aftendant ruin to millions.

We have liquidated the frozen bank deposits with a mini-
mum of loss to the depositors. We have revised the bank-
ing act to make banks more effective medium for the general
good. We have restored the Federal Reserve System more
nearly to its purpose, as established under Woodrow Wilson—
to serve the business and commercial interests rather than
speculators and gamblers of the exchange. We have limited
banks to their true function—banking.

In the midst of a crumbling world of war-mad leaders
and hysterical peoples we have steered the Ship of State
through peaceful waters. We have secured the most nearly
perfect understanding between all of the Americas. We
have made the Stars and Stripes the true emblem of the
good neighbor. We have fostered and built a spirit of true
cooperation between peoples.

We have refused further fo compromise the debts owed
us by our former allies, although the precedent established
under Republican so-called leadership undoubtedly gave
ground for the expectation that the taxpayer of the United
States should and would pay the cost of the World War, In
this connection, those who freely gave billions of the tax-
payers’ money to foreigners as a rebate on legal and just
debts appear in bad grace when they violently protest the
use of Government credit for the benefit of our own citizens.

We have fulfilled our pledge to grant independence to the
Philippine Islands, and we have already seen their people
take their place as members of the family of nations.

We have built a most magnificent Division of Criminal
Investigation which has made the interstate operations of
gangsters so unprofitable and dangerous that they have
ceased to be major menaces. J. Edgar Hoover has made
kidnaping a losing game. Thanks to the work of the De-
partment of Justice, your child and my child are safe at
home.

We have seen fit to live up to the spirit as well as to the
letter of our platform by not only publishing the names of
our financial supporters but we have paid our party debts
by the modest contribution of our citizens rather than by
the second-hand donations of the ultrawealthy, stealthily
slipped to that illegitimate child of reaction—the American
Liberty League.

We have repealed the notorious eighteenth amendment
and have restored the control of the habits and customs of
our people to their own localities. Neither here nor else-
where do we favor regimentation. Federal action is justified
when other means have failed, and then only. There is no
parallel here with the agricultural program. Farming, in
spite of the decision of the Supreme Court, is not a matter
of local concern.

The Government no longer acts as the agent for the
House of Morgan in peddling foreign securities. We have
brought the capital of the Nation from the stock exchanges
to the banks of the Potomac.
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" We have restored the ideals of the fathers in again using
as the national guide this declaration: “Equal rights for all,
special privileges for none.”

We have fought the fight! We have kept the faith!
With the leadership of that master humanitarian, Franklin
Delano Roosevelt. and under the guidance of a divine Provi-
dence, we will reestablish a democracy in which in spirit
and in truth the goal of government—the welfare of its
citizens—shall be reached.

We are proud of our leader. We pledge a new and greater
battle for human rights and a final victory in the interest
of the ordinary citizen.

TRIBUTARY FLOOD CONTROL

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
a speech I delivered at the Mississippi Valley Association on
November 26.

_ The SPEAKER. Without objeetion, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I want to call attention
of the House to H. R. 10302, introduced in the Senate by
Senator Norris, and in the House by me. This bill will
solve the great problem of conserving the national resources.
This bill embraces the whole Mississippi Valley and accom-
plishes for that area what I hoped to accomplish for the
Arkansas Valley in two bills I introduced last year, H. R.
5712 and House Joint Resolution 275. My views on the sub-

ject are in this speech.

ADDRESS OF HON. PHIL FERGUSON, OF OKLAHOMA, BEFORE THE MISSISSIPPI
VALLEY ASSOCIATION CONVENTION, ST. LOUIS, MO., NOVEMEER 25, 1835
Mr. President, members of the Mississippi Valley -Aasoclsthp: It
possibly is strange that a Member of Congress from the “dust
bowl” should be here as a speaker at the Mississippl Valley Associa-
tion. I probably represent the driest district in the United Btates.
It was my home that furnished all those clouds of dust that
descended on this country last spring. As a result of living in that
country, when I went to Congress it was not an accident that I got
on the Flood Control Committee. After investigating the activities
of the various committees that I had a chance to make as a new
Member, I asked for position on the Flood Control Committee and
was fortunate enough to receive an appointment. I asked for that
committee because I felt it was within the realm of that committee
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the clay, the topsoil is gone, the productive part
gone; nothing is left that will produce.

This bill was passed after the flood had destroyed millions of dol-
lars of property and taken the many lives described to you by
Congressman WHITTINGTON, of Mississippi.

Now, this $325,000,000 was spent on the recommendation of
Army Engineers to solve forever the danger of
Mississippl. The people were assured

¢
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sissippi and carried out into the Gulf of Mexico, never again to
be of any use to this Nation.

'I‘hnﬂmtbﬂltohelaidbeimtheﬁood-controlmmmitteeat
this session asked for $273,000,000 more. For what purpose? To
continue the construction of levees below Cape Girardeau, Mo.;
to build new diversions; to continue the policy that had proved
a faflure. $273,000,000 recommended by the Corps of Army Engi-
neers to complete the flood-control program.

When this bill came up for hearing, naturally delegations from
the States affected appeared. We had delegations from Missis-
sippi who told us the bill was the only solution, the only way
to solve the problem. Why? Because the bill pro to run
the excess water of the Mississippi across the States of Loulsiana
and Arkansas. Naturally, the people from Arkansas and Louisiana,
who lived in this territory that was to be made into a man-made
river, also appeared, they also testified, but they were not nearly
a;s n}:.thmiasnc about the proposition as the people from Missis-
sippi.

This plan recommended to our committee, to solve the prob-
lem, called for the construction of & new river across the full
length of the State of Louisiana, banked on either side by levees,
to carry the excess water that was to be taken out, in case of
floods, at Eudora, Ark. A new stream as great as the Mississippi,
zog}ﬂuﬁde. with big levees on either side, to carry the excess
water.

We had hearings for months on that proposition, day hearings
and night hearings. Some of the members of the committee
thought that the principle of building reservoirs on the tribu-
taries should have some recognition. We proposed to eliminate
this floodway and substitute the construction of reservoirs on
the White and Arkansas,

Although I believe a majority of the members were in favor of
trying this reservoir system of flood control, giving it a fair trial
by constructing a complete system on rivers, we were never able
to bring it to a vote in the committee, because of the opposition
of the members from the lower Mississippl, who insisted that
diversions were the only way to solve the problem. - Well, that
bill, at least, never came out of committee.

While we were in that kind of shape, the Mississippl Valley
Association, working with our chairman, Mr. Wilson, proposed an
omnibus bill that would include projects from all over the United
States. They were justified in drawing up such a bill: I hold in
my hand bills introduced, every one of these a separate bill, by
Members who lived and represent districts on various streams in
the United States, that favored building reservoirs on the White

rivers of the United States. Each one infroduced a separate bill
for his own river. There was no national plan.

The Mississippi Valley Association, as I say, working with Mr.
Wilson, combined all these bills as best they could into what is

would recognize
of administration legislation, the press of last-minute legislation
gottbx;g:ny.hemm&dmmdnmwghtwammn
the

At last, on Thursday before we adjourned, we were all huddled
together back there—Driver and the members of the Flood Control
Committee—wondering if we were to get a chance to get
recognition; Jomn O'Conwnow, the floor , came and told us
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that he did not think we had a chance, and we decided to take
desperate measures. 1 stood up and served notice on the House of
Representatives that if they did not recognize the fact that we
had a preferential rule, that we were entitled to their considera-
tion, that I was going to object to the consideration of any further
legislation that day. Whether It was due to that threat or not,
we got recognition, Mr. Driver put his rule through the House.
At 10 o'clock that night the first flood-control bill, recognizing the
principle of building reservoirs to stop floods, passed the House of
Representatives by a margin of 10 votes. [Applause.]

As I say, I almost got into trouble sponsoring that bill. I did a
lot of maneuvering before time. I had a break-down made. Con-
gressmen do not always follow legislation; they do not have a
chance to do so; so I had a break-down made by districts and by
States, and I collared every Member there for 3 weeks and told him
about this bill.

As a result of my efforts on bebalf of the bill the ranking
minority member, Mr. RicH, when opposing the bill had this
statement read Iinto the records: “Representative FERcUsON, of
Oklahoma, member of the Flood Control Committee, which ap-
proves the bill, made a break-down by States and districts and then
buttonholed each Coi whose district would be benefited
on behalf of the bill.” I am very glad—although he called it a
“pork-barrel bill” and they made a lot of fun of it—that we did
get it through, and I think it is a fine piece of legislation.

That was in the House. We went over to the Senate, and the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce added some
$200,000,000 of projects to what was in the bill. We had gotten
it through the House with the addition of only $300,000 in amend-
ments and were proud of that, but the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee added on $200,000,000. Before they ever
had It printed they reported it out.

I was over there at the time it was called up—they give Con-
gressmen the privilege of the floor—and Senator TypiNgs decided
it was a bill that should not pass the Senate, and if there is any-
one more clever than Senator Typiwes when he desires to oppose
propositions, I do not know who it is. I want to read you some
of the statements in the speech made by Senator TypiNcs while
opposing this bill. He thumbed through the bill he had in his
hand until he came to the authorization of the appropriation for
Council Grove, Eans., and this was his comment:

“That great metropolis of Council Grove, Kans, bursting with
its millions of people, and these great ocean liners going up there
laden down to the gunwales with freight from all four corners
of the earth. I can see now the miles of docks along the water
front in Council Grove, Kans., the busy steamships occupying
the slips with their gigantic funnels sending smoke into the air,
while down 100 railroad spurs there comes freight train after
freight train.”

The next item is the Pensacola Reservoir on Grand (Neosho)
River in Oklahoma, for flood control and other incidental bene-
fits; report to Congress not yet made; survey completed and
data in office of Chief of Engineers; cost $6,263,000.

“1 wish we had the Neosho River over in Maryland.

“Yet, think of those great rivers out West where the giant
ocean liners come laden down, where the babble of many lan-
guages is heard on the foredeck up around the forecastle, where
the Chinamen and the Lithuanians and the Portuguese and the
Morrocans and the Italians and the Englishmen and the Irish-
men all man the decks when the liner sails up the Neosho River
out in EKansas, and the 5 tugboats come out to warp her into
the docks, and the 1,000 people of Council Falls who happen to
be standing on the wharf, and the million back in the interior
of the city are walting for friends returning from Addis Ababa,
Abyssinia. They have to have deep water, or that great port
will perish.”

And so the Senator, with his biting sarcasm, caused the bill
to be recommitted. He attacked that bill as if it were a rivers
and harbors bill, holding it up to ridicule, and he did a good job
of it. As I say, I was over there, seated in the Senate at the
time he was talking, and although I knew he was strangling our
child I had to laugh. He is a master of the English s

But this same Senator Typincs, who attacked the bill on the
ground that we were trying to improve navigation, his home city
of Baltimore, this year, 18 going to receive $23,000,000 to improve
the port.

I have been out on Chesapeake Bay and I have seen channels
marked on either side, so that ships could carry their cargoes up
to Baltimore; every port has a harbor. Congressman Brawnp, of
Virginia, told me that one of the finest projects he knew that was
going forward under W. P. A. was removal of shoals in Chesapeake
:lBsy. so his crab fishermen could come in whether the tide was
n or out.

Money has been expended on river and harbor projects for years,

yet when the West, the great valley of the Mississippl, comes in
with a proposition to save our land, to save our industry which
is falling into destruction by water, to save our buildings, our
houses, our towns, we are held up to ridicule.

I have a letter from General Pillsbury, of the Army Engineers,
stating a billion, ninety million dollars has been expended in the
last 10 years on river and harbor projects. We come, asking for
the expenditure of three hundred and seventy million on a proposi-
tion that is not only worth the expenditure from its local benefits,
but is the beginning of a policy of reservoir control of floods on
the lower Mississippi.

I feel entirely too strongly on this subject to leave St. Louis
without asking this group of men to carry away a determination
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to help the passage of this blll. It has passed the House, it is In

the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce in the Senate.

If that committee will report it out and the Senate passes it, we
wﬂ.l's:;:s an opportunity to see basic flood-control legislation on
our :

I just want to read you some figures here—you people are from
all over the country—of the States and amounts involved in this
legislation. We are all interested in our own State, we all would
like to see these projects constructed.

Alabama._ At $686, 100
Arkansas 61, 135, 000
California T0, 607, 000
Colorado__ .. i 7,728, 000
District of Columbia__ rbe' 571, 000
Florida Rl 132, 600
Georgla___ 855, 000
Illinois 28, 523, 325
Indiana.__.___ = AL 10, 285, 200
BN S T e e e S A s 2, 226, 300
T T s R e A B S S0s UL i DL A Tt a0l D 15, 405, T00
EKentucky. Ry 5, 878, 000
Louisiana_ < 4, 899, 800
Massachusetts 2 66, 000
Minnesota 464, 000
Mississippi___ 3, 160, 000
Missouri 9, 450, 100
Montana. . 184, 700
How, Mexlon: L R ol e e e 8, 691, 000
New York UM 4 belfe AU E SN RS 43, 000
North Dakota. A R 28, 200
Ohio_______ 192, 000
Qklahoma. . -~- 53, 977, 000
Pennaylyania ==t W iSe e a. s S -- 21, 8786, 000
SOuth: DAROIAT S i =am i s s rmsf) 7e 1, 139, 300
Texas_ 16, 459, 000
Vermont. 354, 000
Washington_ --- 10,735, 700
West Virginia_______ e - 15,318, 400
e e N e e o L Sk S 29, 000

Now, don't think those amounts of money are appropriations.
This bill authorizes the appropriation of this money. Every project
that is constructed will have to get its money through the Appro-
priations Committee. In addition to that, it says that local Inter-
ests must supply the rights-of-way; must maintain and operate

. It isn’t any “pork barrel”

necessary backing from their local communities. The local
communities are not going to pay for rights-of-way, are not going
to pay for maintenance on projects that do not have enough to
Justify their construction.

In tackling this problem of sponsoring this bill let us not be oo
selfish about things in our own district and in our own State. This
is the initial bill; we should have flood-control bills for years to
come, until the problem is complete.

I had a very vivid experience on personalities, on selfish-
ness: One member of the Oklahoma delegation voted against the
bill because his pet project was not included. Your own DEwEeY
SHorT, from Missourl, who has long been an advocate of water
resources, is vice president of the River and Harbors Congress, voted
against the bill because an individual project of his was not in-
cluded. We cannot get the initial legislation if we have to have
every project in it. We must start some place. Let us sacrifice
selfishness in order to put the original bill through.

In conclusion, I want to leave this thought with you: When
I come into St. Louis and see smoke and murkiness, it reminds
me of the millions of people who are now living in cities, who
cannot continue to live there and be economically justified in
doing so. We are going to have to shift our population; we are
going to have to move it some place. We cannot take care of
it on the dole. We have to have land, and when I say land, I
do not just mean a place for them to build a house and starve.
It must be productive land, and the only way we can get that
land is by keeping that water out in the West, in the Northwest,
and in the East, where it belongs, and utilizing it to reclaim mil-
lions of acres. We can reclalm millions of acres of the finest land
in the South, by keeping the water out of the Mississippi, and
the day is coming when we have to have a place to put those
people, and it is coming fast, because we cannot maintain them
just by feeding them Iin the clties, as we are doing today.

When we talk about the expenditure, even if it costs a billion,
two hundred million dollars for complete systems of reservoirs,
as is estimated, if we have a flood damage of $300,000,000 every
year, that is almost 30 percent on the investment. I think that
is a pretty good return. And if we do mot construct reservoirs
on the tributaries, we have no assurance the three hundred and
twenty-five million, plus the local contributions, which probably
bring the amount up to a billion dollars that has already been
expended on flood-control works in the South, if we do not con-
struct reservoirs we have no assurance that that entire effort
will not be wiped out in one great flood. It Is insurance that
the present works and the works that will be built in the future
will handle the floods, and I think it is insurance that we have
to have.

Bo, it solves your problem of what to do with the people and
it solves the problem of your lower Mississippi. It not only does
that, if we do not maintain the productivity of our soil, if we
do not make it possible for people to produce on this land, if
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we allow it to continue to be eroded and washed down to the
Mississippi and the Gulf of Mexico, our national debt can never
be paid. We have to have something to produce with.

We have heard a lot, today, about transportation, about rates.
You have to have something to haul, and if we do not protect our
natural resources, we will not have anything td haul on these
rivers and on these railroads, after we get them built. [Applause.]

Now, the last thought: We are not always going to have lump-
sum appropriations, in fact, the way I feel now, I will never again
vote for another lump-sum appropriation. [Applause.] I think
the committees in Congress are perfectly capable of drawing legis-
lation; I think the Flood Control Committee can formulate a
policy that will build national public works of national value
that will constantly form a “backlog” to take people off the
unemployed lists and leave works that will be a monument to
Congress, to the committee, and to this great association that
been so instrumental in pushing this kind of work. We can

be remembered for, that will be of lasting

know that this group, if they
really make a con-

THE AGRICULTURAL PROBLEM MEASURED WITH THE A. A. A. DECISION

Mr. AYERS. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent {o ex-
tend my own remarks in the Recorp at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. AYERS. Mr. Speaker, recovery is well on its way; and
that it started in the spring of 1933 is admitted by all. Yes,
it is even admitted by the Liberty League, arch enemy of the
New Deal.

Agriculture is the cornerstone of whatever measure of suc-
cess recovery has had. That destruction of the cornerstone
will destroy the structure is the only conclusion we can reach.
It does not take the special training and the experience of
statesmen, jurists, or Liberty Leaguers to know that it is
the only conclusion possible o draw. It takes only the ex-
ercise of the ordinary common sense, that is all, just common
sense to draw the proper construction.

Farm prices may remain at the present level for a time;
may even advance for a time due to the instant removal of
the processing tax; but if legislation restoring the benefits
that have been accomplished under A. A. A. is not enacted,
prices of agricultural raw materials will descend again fo less
than the cost of production. This will be caused by the loss
of the processing tax which was ultimately paid to the farmer
and which in fact is only an equalization of the tariffs so
that the producer of agricultural products may have, in part
at least, his just benefit of the tariff laws. Then, too, if
remedial legislation is not promptly enacted, we will lose con-
trol of production. All of this will result in lower price levels
and we will go back to world prices for our agricultural raw
materials.

A. A. A. IN CORNERSTONE OF RECOVERY

A. A. A, was the very mortar in the cornerstone of recov-
ery. It had remedied these things; it had given the pro-
ducer a share of the benefits of the tariffs; it had controlled
production to fit consumption and had made a price for
agricultural products above the cost of production. It had
taken us out of competition with cheap farm labor of foreign
countries. The farmer could live under the operations of
the A. A. A, but it is impossible to say as much for him
during the 5 years before its enactment.

NEW FRONTIERS HAVE EXPIRED

For something like 150 years before A, A. A., the farmer
had been selling on a world market and buying on a pro-
tected market. Up to 1929 he had been able to stand it—
after a fashion. This disadvantage had been to some extent,
which grew less all the time, offset by the fact that we were
a new counfry and had within our borders “new empires to
conquer” and had a continued increase in our population.
We had been, in a measure, solving our problems by opening
up new frontiers, but when we had no more new frontiers,
then we woke up to the fact of the unsoundness of this
economic system.
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FARM FAILURE OF PAST ADMINISTRATION

From 1929 to March 1933 efforts were made to put the
farmer upon a national economic basis with industry, but
none of these efforts were directed at the source of the
trouble. They were directed to the banks, the trust com-
panies, the insurance companies, the railroads, and to the
processors and manufacturers, with the apparent idea that
the result of these efforts would drift down through the
funnel and adjust agricultural prices. But not so. Those
in authority had directed all governmental efforts and funds
to the wrong end. They did not realize or else did not
desire to admit that the banks, the trust companies, the
insurance companies, and the processors and manufacturers
all depend primarily upon agriculture, and that without it
and its success, nothing else could be successful. They
refused to recognize that agriculture was and is the basic
industry that oils the wheels of all other industry.

FAILURE OF FARMER MEANS FAILURE OF ALL

When the farmer fails, the merchant goes down. When

. | the merchant goes down, he takes the processor and the

manufacturer with him—not only the processor and manu-
facturer of food and clothing commodities which come from
the farms but all other processors and manufacturers, for
they cannot operate without the products of the soil. When
the farmers, the merchants, the processors, and the manu-
facturers go down, the wage earners become destitute. When
this condition is brought about, what is left for the trans-
portation companies and necessarily what is there to keep
the banks, the trust companies, and the insurance companies
going? Ah, when agriculture fails we are right back where
we started in March 1933—at the depths of depression.
INDUSTEY NEEDS CUSTOMERS, NOT LOANS

What the merchant needs, what the wholesaler needs, what
the processor and the manufacturer need, is not money from
the Government but customers to buy their goods. And what
the insurance companies and the trust companies and the
mortgage companies need is borrowers who can pay their
interest, and what the banks need is depositors. None of
these needs can be brought about unless the primary industry
of this Nation—agriculture—Is successful,

PRESENT ADMINISTRATION'S UNDEETAKING

In March 1933 this administration undertook to restore
prosperity, not in the old way that had been tried and had
failed but in a new way, namely, by beginning at the source
of the trouble. If started by building up the selling price of
agricultural products, which restored the buying power of
the farmer, the basic producer of all that lubricates the
wheels of success and prosperity. Economists and theorists,
processors, manufacturers, bankers, financiers, and the Lib-
erty League all put together, and for good measure throw in
all the big daily papers controlled and directed by big business,
may draw their fine lines on theoretical cures, and they may
spin all the yarns they desire about the depression, its cause
and its cure, but you cannot have recovery, you cannot have
good times again, unless you get money into the hands of
the producer. Hoover’s administration tried to effect recov-
ery by making loans to the banks, the insurance and frust
companies, the railroads, the factories, and processors. It
did not work. It could not work any more than you can stop
a squeak in the spindle of a wagon wheel by greasing the
driver’s seat. You have to grease the squeak if you are
going to stop it. Ii was not loans that these institutions at
the top needed; it was customers, and customers could only
be made by restoring buying power, and that could only be
done by starting at the source. -

BUYING POWER RESTORED

President Roosevelt immediately undertook fo bring about
recovery by restoring buying power to the farmers. First,
because they are the largest of all producers, and they pro-
duce the things that feed and clothe the human race; and,
second, because they are the largest of all consuming groups;
hence, without their success, nothing else can succeed.

The President and the new Congress recognized that under
the then existing conditions with which the Government was
confronted, the proposition was to either remove the tariff
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walls and permit the law of supply and demand to operate
naturally on the manufacturer and the processor, as well as
the farmer; or, second, give the farmer a tariff that would
stimulate his price, for it was recognized that he could no
longer sell on a world market and buy on a protected market,
That program was too one-sided, for him, to exist. The
latter method was decided upon and to that end the A. A. A.
law was speedily enacted.

Under the administration of A. A. A., checks began going
out to the agricultural producers of the Nation. For the
first time in more than 4 years lifeblood had again found its
way to the dry veins and arteries of prosperity. It had
reached the very foot that made the first step toward re-
covery. Cash had reached the producer. Farm prices imme-
diately increased. In many instances they doubled, trebled,
and quadrupled. From two bits which the farmer was get-
ting in 1932, he got $1 in 1935 for his wheat. The beef-cafttle
producer’s price had gone from 4 cents to 12 cents. The
sheepman was getting 25 cents for his wool instead of 7 cents.
Corn had raised from 15 cents to 75 cents, and hogs from 3
cents to 10 cents. Butterfat for the dairy farmer had more
than doubled. Cotton had done likewise. The rise in the
income of the producer who came directly under A. A. A. had
its beneficial effect upon all other agricultural products,
including all classes of livestock.

This increased the purchasing power of the farmer from
three to five times what it was. Money began finding its
way into the channels of trade. It went to town. It paidold
bills. It bought new clothes, new machinery, new harness.
It bought material to repair buildings. It bought paint and
new furniture. It bought new automobiles and new trucks.
In turn this money went to the wholesaler and jobber, and
on to the manufacturer and processor. Bank deposits grew
enormously. The wheels of industry started rolling again,
and laborers went back to their jobs all along the line. Why
this movement toward 1ecovery? Because the farmer was
again producing and selling at a price above the cost of pro-
duction. His purchasing power had been restored, and it in
turn restored purchasing power all along the line. The start
had been made at the bottom, at the source, and it was
successful.

There could be no start on national recovery so long as
gross economic inequality prevailed. Therefore the efforts
of this administration were directed to the elimination of
that inequality. r

AGRICULTURE'S PLACE IN RECOVERY

Agriculture has produced and will continue to produce
food and fiber to sustain life, but it demands and must de-
mand a fair return for its service. The proof of agriculture’s
recent economic distribution and contribution is all around
us. No one can escape it. You see it everywhere. If is in
the metropolitan centers, in the industrial districts, in the
banks, on the railroads, on the highways by the increase in
truck tonnage, in the store, and on the farms and ranches
themselves.

It was agriculture that caused the economic spiral to un-
coil its spring., Consumers, industrialists, merchants, toil-
ers—all began to share in recovery when agriculture began
to buy. Disagree, if you will, as to what caused agriculture
to start buying, but you cannot put aside the indisputable
fact that economic prosperity and economic stability spring
from the soil. The man on the land creates the basic new
wealth of this Nation. When it was made possible for him
to produce at a profit his buying power was restored, basic
new wealth had been found, and the backbone of the depres-
sion was broken.

Attribute the cause for the general increase in all purchas-
ing power where you will, you will have to admit that it
started with agriculture and that agriculture has been its
main stimulant.

A. A. A. ADMITTEDLY HELPFED AGRICULTURE AND ALL ELSE

In all the arguments against A. A. A, that I have heard
or read I have yet to hear or see one statement that A. A. A.
has not been helpful to agriculture. Then, it must have had
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to do with restoring the farmer and, in turn, all else. Tak-
ing that as a fact, let us see, then, to what extent the
restoration of agriculture has helped in other lines. I shall
quote from Roger Babson, one of the Nation's greatest and
most reliable statisticians. In his report of October 30, 1935,
Mr. Babson tabulates the percentage of gain on items since
March 4, 1933. I shall quote a few of these, giving those
which I consider as leading barometers of conditions since
President Roosevelt’s inauguration.

Percent gain
Industrial production 565
Factory pay rolls 82
Automobile sales 512
Steel-ingot output Lite ) )
Residential building --- 822
Factory employment 145
Electric power consumed 30
Freight-car loadings__ - 30
Lumber production 108
Rural-store sales_ 112
Department-store sales TR
Corporation ‘profits - B5
Stock prices. -- 194
Cash farm income - 62
National income 25

Mr. Speaker, the general grasp of all business has been
steadily upward during the New Deal, and particularly since
A. A. A. was put into operation. The Nation’s income itself
has increased by 25 percent. The greatest single attribute to
these better conditions is the workings and the successful
administration of A. A. A,

THE SUFREME COURT DECISION

Now we are confronted with the Supreme Court’s decision
nullifying the law under which the agricultural program
was successfully working. That decision knocked the mor-
tar from the rocks out of which the foundation of recovery
is being built.

It is with great deference, Mr. Speaker, that I approach
a discussion of this decision of the Supreme Court. How-
ever, representing as I do the largest diversified agricultural
district in the Nation, the largest not only in area but in
people of agricultural pursuits, and the producers of the
greatest variety of agricultural products, the gravity of our
situation constrains me in an expression of my views on this
decision and the position in which it leaves us.

For 10 years I was a trial judge and also sat upon the
bench of the supreme court of my State. My tenure as a
judicial officer and my training as a lawyer prompt me to
accord that decision and the high Court that rendered it the
respect which is due. However, my training and experience
also prompt me to the conclusion that honest difference
of opinion among good lawyers ofttimes makes lawsuits.
And ofttimes when lawsuits get to the court of last resort
that court is divided. That is the reason we always have
odd numbers on our supreme courts—so there can not be a
tie. I have known supreme courts, on a rehearing, to take
the opposite view to that originally decreed, and I have
also known supreme courts of their own voluntary motion to
set aside their own decision and enter a new one expressing
the opposite view. I mention these facts only to remind
you, Mr. Speaker, that there is nothing sacrosanct about the
instant decision. I think it was a sadly strained construc-
tion of the Constitution. I accept it, of course, as the law
of the case, but I cannot agree with the learned Court that
made it. I believe the minority opinion is the correct con-
struction on the points involved.

Assuming that two constructions can be put on a legis-
lative or congressional act, one pointing o constitutionality
and the other pointing to unconstitutionality, then the con-
struction should be adopted which is consistent with the
constitutionality of the act. That was one of the first princi-
ples of constitutional law that I learned as a law student
and I have since heard and read it many times as reenunci-
ated by supreme courts. The Court that rendered this
decision said so, and not so very long ago, either. It was
in March 1923. You will find the decision in Two Hundred
and Sixty-first United States Reports, at pages 379 to 383.
On this point the decision reads:
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The rule is fundamental that if a statute admits of two con-
structions, the effect of one being to render the statute uncon-
stitutional and the other to establish its validity, the courts will
adopt the latter.

So, Mr. Speaker, the rule is fundamental. And I contend
that the act was subject to two constructions. There was a
6-to-3 division of the Court itself as to that question. Then
surely one would conclude, in conformity with the funda-
mental rule, that the Court should adopt that construction
which is consistent with the constitutionality of the act.

The Court had a choice of deciding that the A. A. A. law
was a scheme to use the taxing power to compel regulation
in a field the Federal Government had no power to regulate
which would make the law unconstitutional, or the Court
could have taken the position that the law was the exercise
of the power granted by the Constitution fo lay an excise
tax and use and collect it in the interest of the general
welfare and that in the use of it save the agricultural in-
dustry of the Nation. Congress might reasonably be held to
have acted in the general welfare and, therefore, the act be
constitutional. However, the Court did not decide the point
of general welfare at all. That point was passed, with a
statement that the Court was not required to pass upon it,
which statement I will quote later.

THE SUBJECT OF GENERAL WELFARE

On the subject of general welfare, permit me to remark,
Mr. Speaker, that it is common knowledge existing for more
than 10 years prior to 1933 that the agricultural industry
of this Nation had gradually gone toward the rocks of de-
struction, and it all but reached there in the fall of 1932,
when the farmers’ crops did not bring a price equal to the
cost of harvesting, and, at the same time, their farms were
being taken wholesale by mortgage foreclosure or by tax title.
The fruits of a lifetime of toil were being taken before their
very eyes, and they were hopelessly helpless insofar as their
ability to pay was concerned, which helplessness had been
brought about through no fault of their own. All efforts on
the part of the Government to assist them had failed and
they had been abandoned to drift with the current while the
Government was exerting every effort and advancing fabu-
Jous sums of public money to help other classes of industry,
financiers, and the bondholders of the Nation. This drove
the farmers to distraction. Armed with weapons, they bar-
ricaded the highways and poured milk into the drain gut-
ters; they prevented sheriffs’ sales and likewise prevented
the issuance of tax titles, and in at least one instance or-
ganized and forcibly threatened to hang a trial judge be-
cause he entered a decree in a foreclosure case. That was
the picture confronting this administration when the A. A. A.
was enacted. It was an emergency never before paralleled.
Something for general welfare must be done.

CHESTER DAVIS SUCCESSFUL ADMINISTRATOR

Chester Davis was made Administrator and he hurried to
put the act into operation. It worked, and it has continued
to work. It has increased agricultural prices, agricultural
buying power, and buying power all along the line as I have
indicated. The farmers’ success helped everyone. These
things are common knowledge—judicial knowledge, if you
please—that class of knowledge which is so common that it
needs neither evidence nor argument to establish it. Really,
one would think that the Court would have approached con-
sideration of this case with these facts uppermost in its
mind, and, with such approach, held that this act was a valid
exercise of the taxing power, and that the collection and
use of the tax to save the agricultural industry of this Na-
tion was in the interest of the general welfare and therefore
constitutional.

TAXING POWER NOT QUESTIONED

The constitutional power of Congress to levy an excise
tax upon the processors of agricultural products was really
not questioned in the decision. The levy was held invalid
not for any want of power in Congress to lay such a tax to
defray public expenditures, including those for the general
welfare, but because the use to which the moneys collected
under the tax was put is disapproved by the Court. On this
subject the Court said:
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The tax can only be sustained by ignoring the avowed purpose
and operation of the act.

The depressed state of agriculture being Nation-wide in
extent and effect, there can be no basis for saying that the
expenditure of public moneys in aid of farmers is not within
the specific powers of Congress, granted by the Constitution,
to levy taxes o provide for the general welfare.

On the proposition of the general-welfare clause of the
Constitution the decision said:

We are not now required to ascertain the scope of the phrase
“general welfare of the United States” or to determine whether an
appropriation in aid of agriculture falls within it.

Then the Court went on to discuss and determine the
rights reserved to the States by the Constitution—State
rights. It then said, referring to the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act:

It is a stautory plan to regulate and control agricultural pro-
duction, a matter beyond the powers delegated to the Federal
Government. The tax, the appropriation of the funds raised, and

the direction for their disbursement, are but parts of the plan.
They are but means to an unconstitutional end.

Assuming that the A. A. A. is not constitutional unless it
comes within the general-welfare clause or unless agriculture
is an interstate business, let us consider it. I have pointed
out the reasons why it is within the general-welfare clause.
The Court decided, as I have just quoted, that it was not
required to ascertain the scope of that clause—which to me
was the gist of the case. Now we will go on the States’ rights
conclusion of the Court.

THE STATES' RIGHTS QUESTION

In this instance the Court went on to hold, as I have
also quoted, that Congress has no right to regulate and
control agricultural production. Let us see if that is the
logical conclusion. Is agriculture an interstate business or
an intrastate business? If it is intrastate, then it is con-
fined solely within a State. If it is interstate, then it is
an industry, the operation of which is not confined to any
one State, and Congress does have authority over it. If it
is determined to be intrastate, then the product must lose
its agricultural identity when it is taken from the ground
that produced it, for the raw materials of agriculture are
invariably the subject of interstate commerce, not intra-
state. For instance, in my State—Montana—no raw agri-
cultural product is wholly consumed within the State. By
far the greater portion of our wheat goes to Minneapolis,
Duluth, and Chicago. A greater portion of our beef goes
as beef-on-foot to Sioux City, St. Paul, Omaha, and Chi-
cago; all of our wool, as it comes from the sheep, goes to
Chicago, Boston, and other East coast markets. Our corn
is fed to hogs and they, on foot, are sold in States both
east and west of us. Likewise, a greater percentage of our
alfalfa seed, our mustard seed, and our flaxseed is sold
beyond the border of our State, and a considerable portion
of our sugar beets are processed in another State. In all
instances, except that of wheat, the title to these agricul-
tural products remains in the grower until sold by him in
foreign States.

Much the same condition exists in all other agricultural
States. As a matter of fact State lines, artificial in most
instances, have very little indeed to do with agriculture. In
all cases the price of the product is fixed at the terminal
and the local price becomes the terminal price less trans-
portation charges and selling commissions. All these things
point to agriculture’s being interstate and not intrastate, and
if so, States’ rights were not invaded.

REMEDIAL LEGISLATION CAN EE ENACTED

Getting down to the basis of the decision, we have the
Court finding a fact to support the conclusion that the act
is unconstitutional. The fact found was that agriculture is
intrastate, and, naturally, after finding such fact, the conclu-
sion is against the act. That is the decision and nothing
more. Therefore, unfortunate as the decision may be, our
situation is by no means hopeless.

Being mindful of the decision and working in harmony
with it, Congress may yet levy the tax. The right to do so
is not denied. The tax, when levied and collected, goes into
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the Treasury. Then the Congress is authorized to appro-
priate it. No limitation is placed upon appropriations, ex-
cept that there is a time limit on Army appropriations and
on all others that the expenditure be made for the purpose
and in accordance with the act making the appropriation.
The use of appropriations by Congress is not mentioned in
the Constitution except in these two instances, and there is
no limit upon the object of appropriations except that the
appropriation is restricted to the purpose for which it is
made, such as the payment of national debt, provide for
national defense, and the general welfare; it must be for
governmental purposes. So far all is well. Nothing in the
decision says Congress cannot enact a new law levying the
tax and getting it into the Treasury. Then Congress can
appropriate it in aid of agriculture under the general-welfare
clause. There is nothing in the decision forbidding it. The
most that can be said is that the Court dodged that point.
‘Who can say that if that point is decided the Court will not
agree with the dissenting opinion? Until this moment we
bave no expression of the Court on that point except what
the three dissenting justices said in their opinion. In view
of the facts I have poinfted out, can it be said that such
appropriation and expenditure would not be in the interest
of the general welfare? Is it possible for anyone to say
that such appropriations and expenditures are not related
to the general welfare? I do not think so. And I do not
believe that the Supreme Court will so decide.

Although the Court has committed the agricultural indus-
try to the States, I believe that when these questions are
put to it for the rendering of a decision on the general-
welfare clause of the Constitution, it will decide that agri-
culture as a whole is of national concern and that when it
is affected the general welfare of the Nation is affected.

COURT HAS NOT HAMSTRUNG CONGEESS

Notwithstanding the fact that the general word has gone
out, and that the big newspapers and the general news serv-
ices of the country have broadcasted the idea, that the
A. A. A. and all its principles have gone everlastingly to the
legislative graveyard, I have concluded, after careful study
of the Supreme Court decision, that a decidedly false impres-
sion has been created. The Court has not hamstrung the
Congress at all. The Court decided only one point, and that
wash-out can be bridge.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I urge action or remedial legislation
to meet this crisis, and I hope my humble remarks may
encourage Members who are in sympathy with such action.
A whole meal is not spoiled because of a fly in the soup.

‘WILL OF PEOFLE IS SUPREME

This is a grave problem, and this decision, if it stops Con-
gress here, leaves the country in a mighty serious position.
This country has had other grave problems and it has over-
come them. I have faith that it will do so in this instance.
I have faith in the people, in the Congress, and in the courts.
The people want a law to revive the equitable benefits that
prevailed under the A. A. A, To that end our colleague from
Texas [Mr. Jones], chairman of the Agriculture Committee,
has today introduced a bill. I believe Congress will enact it
and I believe the Supreme Court will sustain it. However, if
the Court in its wisdom does not do so, then, under the
Constitution itself, the people may act in their own behalf
and amend it in accordance with its own provisions. This is
the way the drafters of the Constitution made the will of the
people supreme,

PAYMENT OF THE ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES

Mr. CROWE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. CROWE. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House,
I am a consistent supporter of the bonus.- My vote for it
today is in keeping with my entire record in the House and
before I came to Congress.

I have consistently opposed an interest charge to veterans
who borrowed on their adjusted-service certificates and on
the grounds the money was theirs. It is payment already
long past due. Why be charged interest? At numerous
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times in the House I have spoken in the interest of paying
the so-called “bonus.” On June 15, 1932, I pointed out on
the floor of the House that our Government had given a bonus
of $1,600,000,000 to the railroads at the close of the war
and $2,000,000,000 to war contractors. I further pointed
out we had canceled some $11,000,000,000 to the nations of
Europe in our settlement with them. Again on March 12,
1934, I spoke on the floor of the House in support of the
bonus pointing out many reasons why it should be paid at
that time.

Quite true, the boys were drafted. It was an honor to
serve our country in time of war. While serving at $30 per
month, the Government sent home $15 for dependents, de-
ducted for life insurance, so in the final analysis, the private
only received a few dollars a month. Certainly, it was an
honor to go to the front for this great United States. Others
too, had honored positions at home in their work supporting
our country, but not for $1 a day. Men in factories, mills,
cantonments making shot and shell did their part but not
for $1 a day. They received from $8 a day up and some
Jobs paying $12 and $14 and up to $20 per day, going home
to comfort at night, to their friends and families. This was
m:Ia different from the barracks or the dugout at $1 to $1.25
a day.

The bonus is a positive, direct obligation of our Govern-
ment. Figured as all other debts are figured it is a long time
overdue. The veterans now hold Government bonds, which
they cannot use. It is high time they are given securities
they can use instead of those they cannot use.

CONCERNING THE IMMEDIATE PAYMENT OF THE ADJUSTED-SEEVICE

CERTIFICATES

If the face or maturity value of these certificates is paid
in full at this time, there will be a remainder due the veter-
ans in each county of the Ninth Congressional District of
Indiana approximately as follows—this information com-
piled from information obtained from the Veterans’ Admin-
istration, Statistical Division of the Bureau of Internal Rey-
enue, and from other governmental sources—all other dis-
tricts will likewise share in these benefits: -

Bartholomew $409, 286. 31
Brown 85, 070. 45
Clark _ 506, 4086. 21
Dearborn. 846, 602.
Franklin 238, 651. 58
Jefferson 315, 754.91
Jackson ——— 390,736.00
Jennings i 194, 239. 80
Lawrence 585, T31. T7
Ohio_ 61,679.856
Orange - 287,392.60
Ripley 297, 581.96
Scott 1089, 696.11
Switzerland 138, 799. 18
Washington 268, 067.39

THE SUMMONS OF THE NEW REPUBLICANISM

Mr. FENERTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks and to include therein a radio
address delivered by myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FENERTY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave fo extend
my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following speech

delivered by myself over the Columbia Broadecasting System’s
network from Philadelphia Thursday, December 5, 1935:

In beginning his historic reply to Hayne, Daniel Webster sub-
stantially stated that, when the mariner has been tossed for
many days upon an angry sea, he takes advantage of the first

to find his bearings and determine how far the ruth-
less elements have driven him from his course. Bo, too, we may
similarly pause in the realization that there has been perhaps no
time since the Civil War when thinking Americans have so
seriously pondered the necessity of ascertaining how far the New
Deal winds have cast the Nation from the course of ordered con-
stitutional - government. There are echoes of strange rumblings
and rumors of strange forebodings, as we fear the “rock and

's roar” and see the “false lights on the shore.”

At this ending of the third year of the New Deal Government
and the beginning of the year in which the problem of America’s
future must be accurately solved, we find the battle lines distinctly
and definitely drawn. The issue confronting our citizens during
the coming months involves the momentous decision as to whether

they will timidly abandon their ancient American loyalties and
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pledge allegiance to a new system of allen ideas germinated in the
chancellories of foreign lands, or whether they will steadfastly and
devotedly cling to those timeless ideals that for a century and
a half have kept America steady in a changing and restless world.

It is now time to appraise understandingly the policies of the
“brain trust” and ask ourselves whether, generally speaking, they
have advanced recovery or have retarded it. It requires no detailed
analysis to realize that, in spite of the actual tons of New Deal
pmpagandmowed forth from Washington every week—&$300,000
being annually wasted for mimeographed sheets to bombard the
newspapers alone; despite the regiment of publicity experts paid
$1,000,000 a year from your taxes to convince you that everything
is happy and serene, it Is now apparent that all is not quiet along
the Potomac tonight.

Three years ago we were smilingly told that a new dawn had
broken upon the world, and like the ghost of Hamlet's father, the
ineffectual shades of Washington and of Jefferson, of Madison and
of Hamilton, were expected to slink timorously into the uncertain
and vanishing gloom before the effulgent and revealing light of the
Rooseveltian sun. The millenium was here—and into our eager,
outstretched hands there was bountifully dropped, all wrapped in
red cellophane, the roseate promise of the more abundant life.

The year 1 had arrived! And, like the post-bellum world
created by Woodrow Wilson, it was to be a better place to live in,
a languorous utopia in which a benign and paternal Government
would relieve us of the lowly and plebian necessity of earning our
own money, conducting our own business, thinking our own
thoughts, living our own lives. With Mr. Tugwell, we have dis-
carded our hysterical attachment to an American Constitution
that had grown too old-fashioned for our new national sages; with
Secretary Wallace, we realized that the time had come when we
unenlightened Americans needed to have our thinking done for us
by the Greek-letter collegians; we were to be ushered into the more
ample and radiant life where, we were led to believe, the Hopkins’
would cease from troubling and the Ickes' be at rest.

But to those whose senses had not been lulled into political
lethargy by the siren song of the New Deal Lorelei the invitation
sounded suspiciously like the now shattered promises with which
the Soviet Government had once lured Russian energy into early
atrophy and final decay. The Bolshevist dictators had decreed that
any Russian who owned more than three cows thereby became a
capitalist and that, to prevent its confiscation by force, the property
must be at once surrendered to the State. Our own benevolent
New Deal dictatorship decreed that if any American possessed more
than $100 in gold he had the alternate cholce of summarily sur-
rendering it to the State or eventually going to jail.

Whereupon, by reducing the gold content, for every dollar the
professors confiscated they returned to you 59 cents and then
boasted that they had made $2,800,000,000 profit on the transac-
tion. It was the anclent system of “clipping the coin”, old as the
Caesars and just as honest.

Again, the Soviet decrees that it will use no coercion to induce
the Russian peasant to surrender his property to the agricultural
assoclations, the Russian equivalent of the A. A. A, but if the
peasant fails to comply, he is compelled to pay as many as four
separate prices for what he must purchase in the market. Our
genial New Deal decrees that the cotton farmer is at liberty to
grow as much cotton as he chooses, but if he produce one bale
more than is directed by the bureaucratic buccaneers at Washing-
ton he is robbed by a confiscatary tax collected by force. Other
American farmers are generously informed that they may plant
as much as they wish but if they freely agree not to exercise
this freedom, they will be compensated for not planting—and
the Government forcibly collects from the people the moneys paid
to the farmers for thus lessening the food supply in a hungry
world. In other words, under the New Deal administration, a
worker in New York or Philadelphia or Chicago or San Francisco
may be taxed so that elsewhere another individual may be bribed
not to work. The Supreme Court will shortly have something to
say about this un-American policy.

Furthermore, just as in Soviet Russia, manufacturing was de-
stroyed, the Government taking over most of the work, so in
“brain trust” America no man is exclusive proprietor of the indus-
try or business created by his own ability and initiative. The
management of business, like the control of agriculture, is trans-
ferred to a New Deal politiclan, who never created a business or
managed a farm, upon the theory, no doubt, that all politicians
E:e nt.-.;rrn.lnbly wise, unerringly businesslike, and incorruptibly

onest.

Is it any wonder that the people look on in wide-eyed bewilder-
ment when the professors tell them that the accumulated wisdom
of the centuries has, by New Deal ukase, suddenly become non-
sense, and a Congress, losing falth in itself, hastens to
echo the pretense that a group of callow classroom theorists are
more competent to gulde the Nation than those whose lives have
beenudmtedtomthswylnthetoumalmmaf
practice.

Of course, ladles and gentlemen, you cannot make an expert
out of a nonentity by giving him a Iucrative position on the
Federal pay roll, and it is not astonishing that the near Amer-
icans in control of the experiments on the body politic soon began
to juggle the wrong test tubes. Industry was butchered to make
a “brain trust” holiday. The dollar was devalued upon the theory
that if it were cut in half it would buy more, which was tanta-
mount to saying that if the foot-rule of 12 inches were reduced
to 7 it would make the object measured 5 inches longer. It must
have been a “brain truster” who, on first beholding a grapefruit,
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exclaimed, “It wouldn't take many of those
oranges to make a dozen!”

As a singular illustration of the New Dealers' contradictory atti-
tude toward the Nation's business, the professors, though con-
demning holding companies to death without trial, nevertheless
cunningly concealed the inconsistent chartering by the Govern-
ment in the State of Delaware of six great holding companies
under orders of the administration, through four Cabinet mem-
bers and nine bureau chiefs. Stealthily were the papers of incor-
poration marked “Secret; do not publish.” Documentary evidence
proves that chartered Federal corporations have been created to
take the place of successful business activities throughout the
country. As the eminent Senator Schall, of Minnesota, has
revealed, this Fablan approach to the socialization of the United
States by the artful method of incorporating Delaware holding
companies is not a newly contemplated scheme, but a concrete
actuality with a strong international organization behind it.

Though chartered as emergency agencies, they are labeled per-
petual, they are enabled to engage in any form of business and,
since a Delaware corporation is answerable only to Delaware law,
Incorporation in that State was apparently intentionally sought so
that, as the distinguished Senator said, Government officials might
not need to answer for every dollar of property entrusted to them,
and the bureaucrats of the alphabetical groups might thus elude
opinions by the Attorney General as to legality and have their
projects removed from the jurisdiction of the Federal courts to
those of the State of Delaware. If Congress, through an agent,
can thus nullify the Constitution with its checks and balances,
then Congress itself can be nullified by this indirect and insidious
circumvention of the Constitution, and the way is prepared for
the Super-Government of the United States of America, Inc., and
the disappearance of all private rights. In this fashion the New
Deal, paying no taxes, without responsibility for losses, with the
taxpayers’ own money, has sought to scare industry into confi-
dence, has entered into competition with American business, and
has its deadly fingers around the arteries through which pulses
the lifeblood of the Nation.

It is furthest from my thoughts, ladies and gentlemen, to issue
a blanket condemnation of all the policies of the present national
overseers, for some of them have won commendation; but per-
haps, without being accused of partisanship, I may mention a
few of the inconsistencies with which the administration is be-
clouding the intelligence of the people in its endeavor to have
them believe that the New Deal is an unmitigated blessing.

Six days ago, in the city of Atlanta, the President made a
startling confession. Swrrendering at last to the oft-repeated
Republican contention that self-respecting Americans are out-
raged by the dole and demand real employment and work relief,
the President, though alleging that conditions have improved,
made the amazing admission that “the average of our citizenship
lives today on what would be called by the medical fraternity a
third-class diet.”

You can readily understand why the masses of our people are
thus underfed, when the President's own Secretary of Agriculture,
with White House approval, has followed the indefensible and
inhuman policy of destroying food while our people starve, of
taxing the people for food that is eaten and for food that is not
grown, of punishing, by fine or imprisonment, the farmer who
dares to sell a potato beyond his allowance without permission
from Washington, of penalizing the housewife who buys a boot-
leg potato, as well as the individuals who know of such a pur-
chase and fail to inform on the criminal. As a result of this
policy of sabotage, for the first time in history, the United States
has become dependent upon foreign nations for food, and your
tax dollars to the extent of hundreds of millions are being sent
to the Argentine, Rumania, and the British Empire to purchase
wheat and corn, barley and rye, meat, and other foodstuffs to
take the place of that which the “brain trust” savants destroyed.
Money that should be paid to American farmers is being wantonly
siphoned off to enrich the farmers of other lands.

Although the administration hiaa clfn.slstentlg mgursued th;
nature-defying plan of raising prices by promo scarcity,
seeking to cure starvation in a land of plenty by the
plenty, the President actually told his Georgia audience that: "You
and I are enlisted today in a great crusade in every part of the
land to cooperate with nature and not to fight her * * * +to
seek to provide more and better food for the city dwellers of the
Nation."

I need not tell you housewives of the stratospheric prices of
food today compared with those of a year ago. With the cost of
the necessities of life 10 to 250 percent higher, how can any
American possibly obtain more and better food? And yet, in spite
of this, the President amiably attempts to defend his policy of
destroying abundance in the name of the more abundant life.

Does it not cause the average citizen to doubt the wisdom or
sincerity of the administration when the President thus speaks of
being engaged in a crusade of cooperation with nature to provide
more and better food, while less than 1 minute later, in the same
address, he admits that our American people, whose fax moneys are
being thus paid to forelgn nations, are compelled to exist on a
third-class diet because they do not have “the purchasing power
(as he says), to eat more and better food™?

But, to add to the confusion of the people, the President then
complacently proceeds to tell them that although the country was
insolvent when he assumed office, now that he has impulsively
increased the public debt to some thirty billlons—we have sud-
denly and mysteriously become solvent again. In other words, if
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you are in debt and insolvent this evening, all you need to do is to
increase your indebtedness and thereby become solvent. I confess
myself a stranger to such abstruse reasoning. We are deeper in
debt than ever before. We are merrily squandering our way into
affluence at the rate of $20,000,000 a day. Our taxes are higher,
our pockets are empty, our cost of living increasing, and yet we
are blandly told that we are ridding ourselves of insolvency by
becoming more insolvent. Truly, if this be so—as the Governor of
Georgia has said—you can make water run up hill and you can
drink yourself sober. .

When you are commanded, ladies and gentlemen, to follow
blindly in the footsteps of the professors who now dominate our
destinies, ask yourselves these questions: If 3 years ago Mr. Roose-
velt, as a candidate, had frankly said: “Elect me and I will place
a tax of 25 cents on every sack of flour you buy; I will put 53
taxes on every loaf of bread; I will raise the price of food and
clothing; I will destroy wheat and hogs while people are in want;
I will take half a billion dollars from American farmers and give
it to thair Canadian competitors; I will fill warehouses with
forelgn butter churned in Denmark and in Holland; I will re-
pudiate the promises of my platform; I will expand governmental
expenditures by 70 percent; I will each month disburse an amount
equal to the cost of the Panama Canal; I will enlarge the num-
ber of Federal employees to three-quarters of a million and pay
these favorites the money which should be used for the relief
of the hungry and unemployed; I will abrogate the right of
freedom of speech and have enacted a public-utility law that
will make it illegal, under penalty of fine or imprisonment, for
any citizen to talk or write even to his own Representative in
Congress without formal authority from one of my New Deal
commissions; I will compel the people to pay and pay in taxes
until it hurts; I will call this system the New Deal, even though
it has been unsuccessfuly tried in other lands and no phase of
it is less than 300 years old; I will cause ridicule to be hurled
at the Supreme Court; I will deride the American Constitution
which I swore to defend and term it a relic of the horse-and-
buggy days—end when the people complain, I will blame it on
American business, on the Supreme Court, and our traditional
* system of Government!" If Candidate Roosevelt had made such
statermnents before his election, would you have voted for him?
And might you not now logically inquire: “Mr. President, do your
promises of today mean only as much as your promises of 1932?"

Yes; ladies and gentlemen, more than ever before we need
honesty and candor to lead us into the light of the new America.
The America of the last 3 years is not the real America. It will
pass, as do all such unhappy eras, and leave to true Americans
a fantastic and humiliating memory of a time when America
was not herself. We need today a bold spirit of enterprise, an
aggressive and confident national spirit builded upon clear think-
ing, comprehensive education, and intelligent leadership. We
need less showmanship and more statesmanship; less government
in business and more business in government; less bureaucracy
to tax us and more industry to feed us. We need men who will
think, not of the next election but of the next generation.

Conscious of the political forces that grip the world today,
realizing the historic role which an inspired and reanimated
Republicanism must play in checking the world drift toward
collectivism, remembering that the defense of American institutions
can be safely entrusted only to those who believe in America—
we call all our citizens to the battlefront for the old ideals of
free opportunity and constitutional government. To this struggle
for the new liberalism, the old Americanism, we call new men,
new energies, a new spirit of initiative, new blood. We call the
young, as well as those whose American hearts have never grown
old. I summon you all, men and women of America, to look
American freedom unflinchingly in the eyes, to stand fearlessly
face to face with ancient American tradition. I give you a
rendezvous with liberty—in 12 months' time! How many of you
‘will have the courageé to be there?

PAYMENT OF ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent for the consideration of House Resolution 401, which
I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 401

Resolved, That immediately upon the adoption of this reso-
lution the bill H, R. 9870, with the Senate amendment thereto,
be, and the same hereby is, taken from the Speaker's table to
the end that the Senate amendment be, and the same is hereby,
agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from North Carolina? :

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, and I do not
intend to object, I understand probably the gentleman from
North Carolina will give some reasonable time for debate,
as there are a few Members who desire to express their
opinions on this subject?

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is the purpose of the chairman.

Mr. SWEENEY. Reserving the right to object, I wish to
propound a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state if.
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Mr. SWEENEY. If this is carried, will it foreclose the
right of the Patman forces to present their issue—that is,
the plan for paying this obligation?

The SPEAKER. The Patman bill is now upon the Union
Calendar.

Mr. SWEENEY. But this will be tantamount to concur-
rence in the Senate bill?

The SPEAKER. The Chair is not passing on the effect
of the resolution. The gentleman will have to pass on that
himself.

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. DouGHTON]?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Vinson].

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr, Speaker, we are now in
the final moments of the consideration of H. R. 9870, the
bill which passed this body a few days ago by a vote of 356
to 59. If is my purpose to call the attention of the House
to the material differences that exist between the House hill
and the bill which passed the Senate a few days ago by a
vote of 74 to 186.

The Senate took the House bill as the basis for their sub-
stitute. As a matter of fact, there is only one major change.
There is one other item that might be characterized as a
major change, but, as I see it, there is only one major
change in the bill which passed the House. That is section
4, The House bill—H. R. 9870—as the membership will re-
call, provided for the payment of the certificates in cash
upon applications made prior to April 6, 1937, at the face
value of the certificates; upon application for cash payment
made after that date, then the face value would be paid
plus interest at the rate of 3 percent per annum from the
date of the enactment of the law until they were paid.

The Senate bill provides for the issuance of nonnegotiable
bonds that will be delivered to the veterans in substitution
for the adjusted-service certificates. Under this section the
veterans will have the opportunity of procuring cash for
the face value of the bonds at any time after June 15, 1936.
If, however, the bonds are not cashed until after June 15,
1937, they draw interest at the rate of 3 percent per annum
from June 15, 1936, until cashed. The bonds are non-
negotiable. They can be used by the veterans to procure
cash, and if the veterans hold them they will receive interest
on the bonds instead of someone else receiving the interest.
This is the major change.

Sections 1 and 2 of the bill now under consideration have
an amendment that deals with the cancelation of accrued
interest. The Members will remember that under the bill
we passed all interest that had accrued or was to accrue
was canceled. The Senate drew an arbitrary line, October 1,
1931; and the bill passed by the Senate provides for the
cancelation of all interest that has acerued since that date.
It does not, however, provide for the cancelation of interest
prior to that date. The amount of interest accruing before
October 1, 1931, is $61,000,000, The interest accruing since
that date to June 15, 1936—which is canceled—is some
$263,000,000

Mr. LAMBETH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I yield to my friend from
North Carolina.

Mr. LAMBETH. The gentleman stated that under the
terms of the Senate bill interest that had accrued would be
canceled. The veteran, however, who might have paid
interest will not have that interest refunded, will he?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. That is correct as to the re-
fund of interest paid. Only interest accruing since October
1, 1931, is canceled.

Mr. LAMBETH. In no case will interest which has been
paid be refunded.

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. That is correct. The refund
item was in the bill as originally introduced. The Ways
and Means Committee struck it out. The veterans’ organi-
zations were agreeable to the striking. The House passed
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it without the refund item; and the Senate bill does not
contain the refund item. As heretofore stated, the refund
item is about six and a half or seven million dollars.

Mr. LAMBETH. How does the gentleman justify penal-
izing the veteran who has paid his interest but giving a
premium to the veteran who has failed to pay his interest?
In other words, why make fish of the one and flesh of the
other?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. If the gentleman would care
to take the time to look at my remarks made when the bill
was before the House, he would find them set forth in full
on this subject.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. I yield.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Has the Senate amendment
which is now before us in the form of a substitute for the
House bill been approved by the three great veterans’ or-

ganizations?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I am glad to say to my friend
from Kentucky that the three major veterans’ organizations
of this country are wholeheartedly behind this measure under
consideration at this time. While they have spoken in their
conventions resolutions with reference to refund of interest
and the cancelation of all interest accrued, they recognize
the practical difficulties that confront legislation of this
character. The main objective is the immediate payment in
cash of the adjusted-service certificates—that was accom-
plished under the bill that passed the House and under the
bill that passed the Senate and is now before us for consid-
eration. As I have heretofore stated, there is one major
difference, and that refers to the use of bonds in substitution
for the certificates, but, as the veterans may cash any or all
of these bonds at such time as they choose, it certainly can-
not be considered to be other than a cash payment to those
who want cash.

The American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars of
the United States, and the Disabled American Veterans
urge the passage of this measure.

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of EKentucky. I yield to my friend from
Texas.

Mr. BLANTON. If we pass this resolution the bonus bill
will go to the White House today.

Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. That is correct.

Mr. BLANTON. I would much prefer that it carried the
Patman plan, so that it would be paid in Government Treas-
ury notes instead of Government interest-bearing bonds.
We would save the 3-percent interest and millions of dol-
lars in bookkeeping and incidental expenses. There would
be no difference whatever in the stability of the Govern-
ment’s obligation. One would be just as sound as the other.
There is no difference between the Government printing
Government Treasury notes made sound by reserve gold
in the Treasury, and the Government printing baby bonds
bearing 3-percent interest. It is the credit of the Govern-
ment, after all, that makes both sound and secure. While
I hate to see the Government lose this 3-percent interest,
when there is no occasion for it, I shall vote for this resolu-
tion, so that the bill will go to the White House today. And
if it is vetoed, I shall vote to override the veto. I wanted
to get the above views in this Recorp during this debate.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. It was the thought of the
committee and of the House that section 4 of the original
bill, providing that the certificates should bear interest in
lieu of the issuance of bonds, would be a lesser strain upon
the Treasury. It is thought by those in the other body,
and, as I understand it, by gentlemen who are in another
section of town, that the veteran who would want to obtain
a small portion of his money through the use of these bonds
could perhaps cash one or two bonds as his need de-
manded, and that the strain upon the Treasury would be
lighter. It certainly is a debatable question. If it assists
in the enactment of the measure into law, we are willing to
accept it.
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y'ielik. JENKINS of Ohlo. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
d?

Mr., VINSON of Kentucky. I yield to my neighbor.

Mr, JENKINS of Ohio. I wish to congratulate the gentle-
man on the long, arduous, and successful fight he has made
for the payment of the bonus. No Member of Congress
deserves more credit than he. I should like to ask him one
or two questions. As-I understand the philosophy back of
the issuance of bonds, it is hoped those who receive the
bonds may hold them a long time and not cash them,
thereby removing as much immediate strain from the
Treasury as possible. This being true, why does not the
bill carry a provision that those who retain their bonds will
be allowed interest from June 19362

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. The bill does that if the bonds
are not redeemed prior to June 15, 1937. The gentleman
understands, of course, the difficulties under which the
united front was presented in the House, and I know the
gentleman is practical enough to realize the situation that
obtained in the Senate. We have definite assurance that
the pending bill will do something that no other bill has
heretofore done, and that is, it will be able to withstand a
veto, if any. So far as I am concerned, I feel that the
interest should run from the date of the enactment of the
law, rather than from June 15, 1936, but it is a small item
and I think we can very well yield on this point.

Mr, JENKINS of Ohio. I appreciate that the gentleman
is the real spokesman for many of those vitally interested.
I, too, have done my part in this fight to have the bonus paid.
Can the gentleman tell those of us whether those to benefit
from the passage of this act are satisfied with the proposi-
tion that the interest should commence June 15, 1936, if
not redeemed prior to June 15, 1937.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I may say that the three vet-
erans’ organizations are wholeheartedly cooperating in the
passage of this bill and desire the largest vote the House
can give in support of the motion.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. With pleasure.

Mr. DOUGHTON. It is a faect, is it not, that the bill
provides that certificates not cashed until after June 15,
1937, shall draw interest from June 15, 1936?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. That is my understanding.
The following proviso appears on page 12 of the bill in lines
18 to 20:

Provided, however, That no interest will be paid on any bond
redeemed prior to June 15, 1937.

Interest on bonds not cashed until after June 15, 1937,
runs from June 15, 1936.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I yield.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 additional min-
utes to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. SNELL. In the final analysis, what is the real and
fundamental difference whether we print bonds to pay the
bonus or print greenbacks?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I feel that with the political
philosophy that has been evidenced so splendidly by the
gentleman from New York that this question can better be
answered by him.

Mr, SNELL. I have no political philosophy about this at
all; I am trying to get information and facts. The gentle-
man opposed the Patman hill because it was inflationary. I
would like to have the gentleman tell the House what is the
real fundamental difference.

Mr. VINSON of EKentucky. I think the gentleman had
better realize the exact position I have maintained. The
bill which I introduced last year did not have the inflation-
ary feature of the Patman plan, and I preferred it to the
Patman plan. I felt that it had better chance of passage,
but I have also supported the Patman plan. The point in-
volved is this——

Mr. SNELL. I think this is important; I should like to
have an answer to my question.
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Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I think the question should
be answered. The philosophy has grown up in this coun-
try due to the able utterances of the gentleman from New
York, and other gentlemen of the same school of thought,
that the issuance of printing-press money, the issuance of
Treasury notes, even though they have safe and secure
brakes at the control end, is inflationary and objectionable
and hurtful to the credit of the Nation. At the same time
it is the gentleman’s philosophy—and I certainly do not see
that he could disagree with us——

Mr. SNELL. I am not interested in the gentleman’s in-
terpretation of my philosophy, I am inferested in an answer
to my question.

Mr, VINSON of Kentucky. The issuance of bonds will not
have the inflationary, destructive, harmful effect upon the
credit of the Nation.

Now, with reference to section 1, the only amendment
therein deals with the October 1, 1931, cancelation of
accrued interest.

Section 2 likewise limits the cancelation of interest to that
which has accrued since October 1, 1931,

The House bill provided that notice should be given by
the Administrator of Veterans’ Administration to any bank
or trust company holding the note and certificate to present
them to the Veferans’ Administration for payment of the
loan and the interest thereon. The time of length of notice
in the House bill was 45 days and this is changed to 15 days
after the mailing of such notice.

I have already dealt with section 4 and the differences
there involved.

» Section 5 is identical in language with the House bill.

Section 6 in the two bills are identical.

Section 7 in the immediate bill provides that no deduc-
tion on account of any indebtedness of the veteran to the
United States other than the lien against the adjusted-
service certificate shall be made from the amounts due
hereunder. This is a new section. We had the identical
language submitted to us by the Veterans’ Administration,
but they came with it at a late hour and it was not included
in the House bill. There is one angle in this section that
may not have occurred to you. This would slow up the
payment of moneys due in a very appreciable degree. It
would increase the expense of administration several mil-
lions of dollars. It would be necessary that every point in
our Government, where a veteran could possibly be in-
debted to the Government, be checked and certificate made
of the finding. It is stated that even the accounts back in
the days of service would have to be audited and in the
opinion of those who ought to know, it would be of tre-
mendous difficulty and cost.

Section 8. The language in section 8 is identical with the
language in section 7 of the House bill.

Section 9. The language in section 9 is identical with the
language in section 8 of the House bill.

Section 10. This section of the Senate bill is a new sec-
tion which carries the usual language relative to the mak-
ing of any false or fraudulent statements. As I under-
stand it, this is the same language carried in the World
War Adjusted Compensation Act.

Section 11. The language in section 11 of this bill is iden-
tical with section 10 of the House bill.

I have gone over the bill section by section in order for
the Members to know that the two material changes is the
substitution of bonds to take place of the certificates, and
the limiting of the cancelation of interest since October 1,
1931.

THE CANCELATION OF INTEREST

There is one thought that I want to bring to the attention
of the House and that is the cost that will ensue in the
cancelation of interest upon loans made the veteran. Many
Members, who oppose the payment in full of the certificates,
have stated to me that they thought we should proceed to
the cancelation of interest charges onloans made to veterans,
This statement is based on the assumption that the interest
charged upon the loans under the law will, at the maturity

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

839

date of the certificate, January 1, 1945, practically eat up
the remainder of the certificate. These Members who were
opposing the cash payment recognize the unfairness of this
happening and our failing to cancel the acerued interest and
the interest that would accrue upon the loans.

I first had my attention called to the enormity of the
figure represented by the cancelation of interest on loans,
accrued and to accrue, in the cash-payment hearings be-
fore the Ways and Means Committee in 1932. Brig. Gen.
Frank T. Hines, Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, testified
at this hearing that the cost figure that would follow such
cancelation of interest to the Government would be, as of
January 1, 1945, $1,016,708,521 (p. 566, Hearings Before the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House, 1931). This
figure, of course, was based upon the interest rate then
prevalent of 4% percent per annum, compounded annually.

We are told by Col. Harold W. Breining, Assistant Admin-
istrator, Veterans’ Administration, that as of December 31,
1935, there is an interest accumulation of $297,350,000. He
says, further, that computing interest at 3% percent, com-
pounded annually, interest would accumulate between Jan-
uary 1, 1936, to January 1, 1945, in the amount of $641,-
602,514.80, and that the total amount of interest that would
accumulate as of that latter date, January 1, 1945, would be
$938,952,514.80, almost $1,000,000,000. It is self-evident that
if the the interest accrued and to accrue upon loans made to
the veterans should be canceled at any time between now
and January 1, 1945, that it would be necessary for the
Government to make good to the adjusted-service certificate
sinking fund $938,952,514.80. I do not believe that there are
10 Members in this House, nor that there will be 10 Members
in the Congress which convenes January 1, 1945, who would
advocate the collection of interest accruing on veterans’
loans. I cannot believe that the Congress would dare to
be a Shylock, extracting the pound of flesh, in the collection
of interest upon moneys which represent the adjustment
of pay in the World War.

ADJUSTED-SEEVICE CEETIFICATE SINKING FUND

Passage of this bill saves $1,451,000,000 necessary to be
paid into the adjusted-service certificate fund. Upon the
authority of Col. Harold W. Breining, Assistant Administra-
tor of the Veterans’' Administration, if we continue the nine
annual payments of $112,000,000 into the sinking fund, on
January 1, 1945, there would be a deficit of $371,000,000.
The nine annual payments totalling $1,080,000,000 added to
the $371,000,000 deficit in the fund as of January 1, 1945,
and you have a grand total of $1,451,000,000 that must be
paid into the adjusted-service certificate fund between now
and January 1, 1945.

It is self-evident that the moneys necessary to pay in full
the World War veteran certificate holders which is said to
be $2,237,000,000 as of June 15, 1936, is not added costs.
Assuming that the interest charged veterans on loans will
not be collected, I respectfully submit to you that settlement
of this matter at this time saves money to the Federal
Treasury. If you take the $1,451,000,000 necessary to make
whole the adjusted-service certificate sinking fund as of
January 1, 1945, based upon 9 annual payments to the fund
of $112,000,000 and the deficit shown aforesaid and add to
that the costs of cancelation of interest, to wit, $938,952,-
514.80 and you have a total of $2,389,952,514.80 or a saving
to the Treasury of fhe United States of $152,952,514.80.
Of course, I want to be plainly understood that this is based
upon the cancelation of interest on loans. I do not recall
anyone who contemplates that such interest is to be collected.

THE CREDIT OF THE NATION

Just one word in conclusion. Much has been said in
regard to the credit of the Nation and the effect of this
expenditure upon the credit of the Nation. I present in
argument the balance sheet of the public debt, of June 30,
1937, appearing on the front page of the United States News,
of January 13, 1936.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman
5 additional minutes.
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Mr. VINSON of Eentucky. This is the same United States
News of which Mr. David Lawrence, as I recall if, is the
editor,

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to include in my
remarks the balance sheet referred tfo.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

Balance Sheet of the Public Debt, June 30, 1937

LIABILITIES
Public debt g $31, 351, 000, 000
Work relief for 1937 (estimated) . __ . _____ 1, 000, 000, 000
Soldier bonus payments (estimated). ... A e 2, 000, 000, 000
Contingent liabilities (H. O. L. C. bonds, F. C. A.
bonds, etc., as of Nov. 30, 1936) c e e e -- 4,530, 000, 000
Total 38, 881, 000, 000
ASSETS
Cash In 1, 504, 000, 000
Recoverable assets (Government loans as of Nov.
30, 1835) e 4, 483, 000, 000
Contingent assets (home owners loans, farm loans,
etc., as of Nov. 30, 1935) 4, 530, 000, 000
Allied war loans (Finland) 8, 000, 000
Stabilization fund (from gold profits)____________ 2,000, 000, 000
To be ralsed by future taxation 26, 346, 000, 000
Total 38, 881, 000, 000

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, these are the
figures of David Lawrence, the same David Lawrence, one
of the most prominent political commentators in our coun-
try, who did not know throughout the year 1932 that Mr.
Hoover was not going to be returned to the White House and
who was not fully convinced that he had been defeated
until the electors met and cast their formal votes.

I submit that this balance sheet proves conclusively that
this is not such a burden that endangers the credit of the
United States. In these figures he shows a total of $38,881,-
000,000 in assets. Included in those assets is $1,504,000,000
in cash; included in those assets are recoverable assets of
almost four and one-half billion dollars; included in those
assets are contingent assets of four and a half billion dol-
lars; included in those assets is the $2,000,000,000 stabi-
lization fund, the gold profit.

He states here in his balance sheet, “To be raised by future
taxation, $26,346,000,000.

Mr. Speaker, on February 28, 1933, the indebtedness of
this country was $20,713,000,000. When we subtract that
figure from the amount to be raised by future taxation,
using the Lawrence figures, we have $5,633,000,000. I say
that such sum compares favorably with the expenditures
that we saw in the Hoover administration; in other words, a
debt increase from $16,000,000,000, March 4, 1929, to $20,713,-
000,000, February 28, 1933, during those 4 years.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I know that we are all happy
that we are this far along toward payment in cash of the
adjusted-service certificates. As a cub Member of this
House in 1924, a few days before the original bill came on
the floor under suspension of the rules, which did not permit
of amendment, I voiced my hope that the veterans should
be paid in cash. I have never changed my mind from that
position. This is an adjusted compensation for personal
services rendered a Nation in time of great crisis. I submit
that the person who performs the personal service is the
person entitled to any adjustment in compensation therefor.
Further, I submit that he or she is entitled to the adjust-
ment pay in their lifetime. Eighty World War veterans
die each day. Five hundred thousand World War veterans
on January 1, 1945, will never be able personally to receive
this adjusted pay.

Mr. Speaker, this is a meritorious bill that does justice to
the soldiery of this country, and we are all happy that we
are near unto a favorable conclusion. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rical-

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House of
Representatives, in 1924, after the great World War Con-
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gress adjusted with the ex-service men the amount to bz
paid extra for services rendered their country during the
war: by paying $1.25 a day for foreign service and $1 a day
for home service plus 25 percent extra, interest from 1918
to 1924 made the average amounts of the certificates about
$550. This was agreed to by ex-service men’s organizations
and by Congress to be a satisfactory adjustment in 1924, to
be exira compensation or an insurance policy due in 1945,
It was a contract between the ex-service men and the Gov-
ernment of the United States.

To be paid today on a strictly business basis would require
$847, the surrender value of the original $550 certificate and
interest. The face value in 1945, which is the surrender
value at that time, would be $1,205. Thus, by paying the
certificate today, Members of Congress are actually making
further donation to the ex-service men of $358 on each
certificate, a gratuity that is an added burden to your coun-
try’s Treasury and must be met by future taxation. Mem-
bers of Congress, do you know what you are doing?

That is not all. As suggested by the Senate bill, the
bonus be paid in baby bonds—baby bonds—sounds like the
Seventy-fourth Congress—if an ex-service man wishes to
let his baby bond run to maturity, he gets 3 percent interest
on same—more interest than the Government can borrow
money for today through normal channels. Is this helping
the Pederal Treasury or is it a further grant to the ex-service
men? The latter surely applies. If they demand the
bonus be paid today and our Treasury is sound as you think
it is, then pay them the money and borrow it at 1% percent
or less. Why pay 3 percent?

Our duty today is to the country at large, not to any
minority group. If you are going to pay the bonus, do it
today at its face value without any additional gratuities.

I always thought a contract was sacred and binding on all
parties thereto. Is it possible our people of our Nation—as
represented by the Seventy-fourth Congress—have no regard
for contracts and no regard for their oath?

This is a business proposition, pure and simple and one
that requires sound thinking, common sense, and true
Americanism. Members of Congress, think of your coun-
try—not of yourself. Our country is in the greatest danger
morally and financially it has ever been in in its history.
Build up our national debt until you must repudiate all of
them, and then America loses its form of government and
its freedom.

Where will you get the money? [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out to the Members of
Congress the Treasury statement as of January 18, 1936,
issued by Mr. Morgenthau, Secretary of the Treasury of the
United States, showing a growing deficit of $30,521,348,-
638.11. As stated a few minutes ago by the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. Vinson], we will pay this bonus either in
baby bonds or in cash. You are going to pay it in baby
bonds—not cash—creating a further bonded debt on this
country. When Mr., Morgenthau was asked a few days ago
if the Treasury could stand it, he just laughed. He did not
say it could or that it could not. He either did not know
or else he was afraid to say that it would be an awful strain
on an overburdened National Treasury. The largest debt
in our national history, and growing in debt faster and
faster each day, notwithstanding the fact the President
said, January 3, we were approaching the balancing of the
Budget. Let me state to the House of Representatives, it
is not the truth, our National Treasury statement does not
say so. Our national debt has increased this year $1,820,-
456,013.66, or $392,564,107.94 more than last year, to this
same date of January 18, 1936.

If the Treasury of the United States can stand this ad-
ditional burden at this time, then let us pay it in cash, like
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr, Vinson] said we were
going to pay it and not in baby bonds.

I also want to call your attention to the fact that in 1910
this 100 German mark I hold in my hand was worth 24 cents
plus in gold per mark; today it is worthless, not worth the
paper it is written on. What is the value of our money
going to be 10 years from now if we continue to plunge our
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Nation into debt as we are doing at the present time? I
hold in my hand a $10 bill of the United States of America.
It states on it, “This certificate is legal tender for all debts,
public and private.” Five years ago our dollars were worth
100 cents in gold. Today they are worth 60 cents gold of
the same value. The President can make it worth 50 cents
in gold of same value by the stroke of a pen. Nationally,
our monetary system is not stable. We are building on sand.
If we crumble, ex-service men, you lose all Government ob-
ligations. I feel confident there is not an ex-service man
who will be alive in 10 years that will not thank me for
voting “no” on this proposed legislation.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Speaker, I yield such time as he
may desire to use to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr,
RankIn].

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Speaker, we are nearing the end of a
long battle. This is probably the last chapter in the fight
for the payment of the soldiers’ adjusted-service certificates.

I know it is contended by some people that these certifi-
cates are not due, but I call your attention to the fact that
if the veterans had been allowed the same interest on this
debt that was paid to financial interests on their loans, or
to the munition makers on money which we owed them,
then these certificates would have all been due and payable,
at their full face value, in October 1931,

Therefore I feel fully justified in supporting this measure
to pay this debt in full.

While I shall vote for this resolution in order that this
debt to the veterans may be paid, yet I must say that I am
not satisfied with the manner of its payment. A majority
of the veterans will cash these bonds without delay. Then,
if the Government has to issue additional bonds with which
to secure the money to pay off these bonds provided for in
this bill, there will be an additional burden of interest
charges piled upon the American people in the years to
come, If that debf is carried over a period of 40 years, then
the money changers will get as much out of it as the veter-
ans will, and the American people will pay in taxes twice
as much as this bill calls for, or twice as much as the vet-
erans will receive. In other words, we will be paying the
big bankers a bonus in interest charges amounting to as
much, over a period of 40 years, as the veterans now receive
on these certificates.

In my opinion, that would be unfair, both to the veterans
and to the taxpayers.

As everyone knows, I have advocated a reasonable con-
trolled expansion of the currency ever since the beginning
of the Hoover panic in 1929. I have urged that the currency
be expanded to provide the money to pay off these certifi-
cates. That could have been done at any time since 1929,
and could be done now, without in any way impairing our
gold reserve or injuring the credit of the United States.
‘We have more than ten billions in gold now, with only about
half that amount of money in circulation, including cur-
rencies of all kinds. Yet the country is suffering from the
want of an adequate circulating medium.

I suggested the other day to the “sound money” Members
of the House that we might coin $2,200,000,000 of this gold
and either pay it out to the veterans or set it aside and
issue gold certificates, or United States notes, against it, and
thereby give us a reasonable controlled expansion of the
currency to the amount necessary to pay these certificates
off. Then it would not have been necessary to issue these
bonds, and the country would have saved billions of dollars
in the interest charges that will be piled upon this debt as
the years go by.

Not only that, but such an expansion of the currency, with

that currency put into circulation in every nook and corner | Arizona

of the United States, would have done more to restore pros-

perity to the American people than everything else that has | Col

been done since 1929.

Under the present law the President of the United States
has the right, under the authority given him during the last
Congress, to expand the currency by issuing United States
notes. He could issue $2,200,000,000 in currency, with 100-
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percent gold coverage back of if, without impairing our gold
reserve in the least. In fact, we would still have a surplus
of gold after allowing 100-percent gold coverage for all the
money now in circulation, even including United States notes
and silver certificates.

When the veterans begin to cash these so-called baby
bonds, as they will do as soon as they receive them, if the
President would follow the course I have outlined here, and
exercise the power given him by Congress to expand the cur-
rency in this way—if he would do that and pay these baby
bonds off as the veterans turn them in, instead of issuing
additional interest-bearing bonds, then these certificates
could be paid off without piling onto the backs of the over-
burdened taxpayers of this country a single additional dollar
in future interest.

That would not be what the money power loves fo call
wild inflation. It would simply be a liberal controlled ex-
pansion. It would be paying this debt out of our own re-
sources, without the accumulation of billions of dollars of
interest in the years to come.

Besides, such an expansion would have a most salutary
effect upon our economic life. Conditions would begin to
improve immediately, farm prices would advance rapidly to
their normal levels, without the necessity of curtailing pro-
duction. The prices of wheat and cotton and corn and land
and lumber and dairy products and all other raw materials
would rise. The farmers’ prosperity would be restored; this
would give him purchasing power to buy the things he and
his family need. That would start goods to moving and the
wheels of industry to turning. This would necessitate the
employment of more people in industrial enterprises, and
commerce would be stimulated as it has not been for many a
day. Our bread lines would melt away, our soup kitchens
would disappear, our relief rolls would diminish to the van-
ishing point, and in the enjoyment of this new prosperity
which would reach into every State in the Union, info every
nook and corner of these United States—in the enjoyment of
that new prosperity the American people would forget the
horrible depression through which we have been passing.

Of course, this might not suit the old guard, the Wall
Street element of the Republican Party, who are nagging and
criticizing every movement the President makes and attempt-
ing fo frighten the American people by continuously yelling
“inflation.”

They would rather see the return of prosperity postponed
beyond the election, in the hope that they might again gain
control of this Government. They know that if the Presi-
dent should pursue the course which I have outlined, and
expand the currency sufficiently fo cancel these bonds, they
know that it would produce such rapid recovery, such pros-
perity throughout the country, that no power on earth could
prevent his reelection.

Nothing would please the soldiers better than to see this
country happy and prosperous as result of the payment
to them of this debt, which is more than 4 years overdue. I
sincerely trust that the President will sign this measure
and that he will then use the power given him by Congress
to expand the currency as I have indicated and bring back
prosperity to all the American people. [Applause.]

This money will be equitably distributed throughout the
country; it will go into every precinct in the United States.
The number of veterans to be paid and the amount to be
received by them in each State is as follows:

Number
of Amount

veterans
Alabama. 50,867 | $26, 888, 528, T4
10, 870 6, 668, 187. 11
Arkansas. ... 43,849 21,993, B3, 27
California. 200,424 | 122 833, 011. 88
RIOERAN s et D e e e 34, 250 19, 362, 059. 24
Connecticut. . . 44, M3 26,914, 018. 40
Delaware. ... .. 4, 884 38,527, 070. 50
District of Columbia.. 28, 281 16, 278, 716. 59
Florida. 39, 535 21,921,858, 79
Georgia 58,583 | 32, 262, 046.70
Idaho 13, 575 7,411, 798, 88
Illinois 253,343 | 141,472, 589, 16
Indiana. 95,587 |  50,730,624.28
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Counties and amounts to be paid—Continued
Nun}ber f: y Noxubee £245, 682. T2
o SN Oktibbeha. T 183, 771.83
Whserans Panola___ RS 275, 364. 58
i Pearl River. 188, 520. 86
JopRtantste et S P Ul i et S 1 79,814 | $41,010,480.37 | Perry- szt 78, 789. 57
R R e A R 57,114 | 31,436,036.43 | Pike_____ 309, 516. 02
Kentocky-. ... 63, 696 34, 261, 787. 60 | Pontotoc...__ — 211, 790. 81
Louisi 885 27,849,762.05 | Prentiss__._ o 2 185, 175. 18
Maine. ... 21,412 | 12121,627.12 | Quitman 243, 223, 05
F U (RO QR S 48, 424 27,931, U8.31 | povrin . 633,
M 1 ts 137, 113 83, 147, 47. 57 195, 633. 04
A Lo e L S S e G S N N 201, 026. 47
s 30 | Sharkey___ S L) 138, 385. 73
ssi ; glrr;}t'n;nn = 200, B61. 87
Montana. 18,106 | 10, 281, 687,92 Sg‘;ne o ST 1;& ggg'g
Nebragkn. o - - ori-lioine 40,233 | 21,802,100.95 | oo oo i y DS
Nevada ... 3, 066 1,771, 846. 11 ower..__ S 637, 890. 77
New Hmpahire o oo o Ty = | 12,300 7,208 113. 14 | Tallahatchie_ 341, 879. 62
o Lk e T S s 8 e T e 116,440 | 60,579, 645.59 | Tate . ______ 167, 853. 66
T T I T RN L Ll U S 10, 101 5,810,422 87 | Tippah__. e 179, 340. 70
Rew York < o s e 877,182 | 221,373, 427.96 | Tishomingo 157, 742. 54
North Carolina. 63,025 | 34,622,162.80 | piee - T s 204, 091,
North Dakota T B e g am e D e e S T e s s + 091, 60
i TR S A R 182,692 | 106, 061, 344. 03 on 204, 428. 02
e S I N e B e R T TS 67, 181 35, 202, 766,82 | Walthall N e KT EL N TR0 = 123, 328. 06
NS A AR s
SODAYIVARIN. s e 3 , 459, w e 522, 027. 72
Rhode Island______ 20,789 | 12,356,383.60 | Wayne...______ 5 147 025. 54
Houth Capaling: 15 o T LT TS T 35,747 | 10,316,831 04 | ywaperar = i
Boith Dakots oo T et 22713 | 11,757, 600.97 o 118, 576. 34
Ty - oy 50, 009 407, 536. 52 Wilkinson_____ e 134, 154,69
\J ml L}
Texas 5 148,771 | 83,696, 221,25 | Winston_ g 204, 149, 27
Etah.-- u.% a%m% Yalobusha_ 170, 613. 00
ermont._ . 465. Yazoo...
Vet g geas CrLI
RRDInEROR v e e e O S RS R T o G 56, 34, 079, 306. 15
West e ST I Gt | 2o Total - 19,308, 411.76
isconsin. . . V177, 61
v e o e A R wirr| 63 98 57 Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the

~ In the State of Mississippi, which I have the honor in
part to represent, 36,802 certificate holders will receive

$19,308,411.76.

The following amounts will be paid to the veterans in

each county in the State:

Counties and amount to be paid

Adams.

Alcorn...

Amite

Attala

Benton

Bolivar

Calhoun

Carroll

Chickasaw

Choctaw

Claiborne

Clarke

Clay.-

Coahoma. ..

Copiah

Co;lngtnn_

De Soto.

Forrest.

Franklin

Hancock.__.

Harrison

Hinds.

Holmes.

Humphreys.

Issaquensa.

Itawamba

Jackson.

Jasper.__

Jefferson_

Jefferson Davis

Jones

Eemper___

La Fayette
Lamar.

Lauderdale

Lawrence.

Leake._.

2217, 352
189, 471
250, 248

94, 322
682, 942
173, 784
189, 981

118, 602

189, 154
173, 352
445, 295

303, 873.

144, 440

244, 510.

289, 465

117, 920.
72,811.

102, 310

161, 500.

109, 720

424, 302.

$3226, 497. 17

.64
.75
.42
.56
.22
.98
.18

02

.47
116, 805.

03
.55
.8
.13
i
.14
06
.38
02
08
.13
83
.98
52

818, 1564. 22

370, 388

.81

237, 895. 15

53,115
175, 178

158, 532.
179, 110.
137, 365.
137, 268.
398, 821.
210, 320.
192, 028.

123, 454

.21
. T0
48

.98

607, 013.78

119, 871

209, 570.

339, 428

514, 299.
253, 343.
288, 235.
344, 071.
191, 498.
239, 404.
347, 387.

144, 266
256, 553
220, 210

.26
44
. 66

30
. 61
.90
.02

gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, ConnErY].

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, in the unavoidable ab-
sence of the distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. PaT-
MaN] I have been delegated to act as chairman of the steer-
ing committee of the Patman group. We had meetings
with Mr. Patman before he left, and we have decided to
concur in the Senate bill today. We should like, of course,
to have the Patman bill to pay the adjusted-service cer-
tificates with currency and thereby bring about a much-
needed expansion of the currency, but we are interested pri-
marily in the passage of the soldiers’ bonus to do justice to
the veterans of the United States; therefore we intend
to vote to concur in the Senate bill. I should like to pay
the tribute which he so greatly deserves, to WRIGHT PATMAN
today, but as the time for debate is limited, I hope at some
future time to take this floor and pay fit tribute to my dear
friend the distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. Par-
MaN], who has worked so hard, assiduously, and unselfishly
in the cause of the veterans, and who has put in long hours
day and night for years in valiant efforts to pass a bonus
bill for the men who served their counfry in war. At some
future time I intend to do this.

I have locked up the records, and I find the first bonus
bill for World War veterans introduced in the Congress
was introduced by the late Honorable James A. Gallivan,
a Congressman from Massachusetts, a Democrat, repre-
senting the Twelfth Congressional District of Massachu-
setts. He was a brilliant Member of Congress, and I
considered it an honor to call him my friend and colleague.
It seems to me peculiarly fitting that my distinguished
friend and colleague, the Honorable Joun W. McCorMACK'S
name should be upon this Vinson-Patman-McCormack bill,
representing as he does the same district that Congressman
Gallivan formerly represented, a district in South Boston
where Mr. McCorMACK was born and where Mr, Gallivan
was born, a district where, during the war, there was no
need of the draft. There were so many volunteers from
South Boston that they had no draft in that section, their
quota being entirely filled and more by volunteers. [Ap-
plause.] I am very proud of this fact, because one of the
companies in my own regiment, the One Hundred and First
Infantry of the Twenty-sixth Division, came from South
Boston. Jounn McCormack has always battled in this House
for the veterans. As a veteran himself, with other veterans
in his family, he knows the real story of the veteran and
has always upheld the rights of his comrades. So I say it
is peculiarly appropriate that the name of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack]l should be on this
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bill in connection with the name of the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Parman] and the distinguished
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Vinsoxl, who, during all
his service in Congress, has worked constantly in an effort
to do justice to the veterans of this country, During many
years in this House FreEp VinsoN, as a member of Ways and
Means, has worked incessantly to bring about legislation to
do justice to veterans and their dependents.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONNERY. I should like to yield to my friend from
Kentucky, but I have only 5 minutes, and as debate is lim-
ited I do not want to ask for further time. I hope my
friend will excuse me.

I am glad to pay a tribute to these three Members—Vinson,
Parman, and McCormack—today. They are Members of this
House of whom we should all be proud.

I hope the President of the United States will sign this bill
in spite of the tremendous propaganda which has been poured
in upon him from the vested interests of the United States,
who were perfectly willing to see these men go off to France
to save their millions and billions, but when it comes time to
do justice or attempt to do justice to these men in adjusting
their compensation, which was $1 a day or $30 a month dur-
ing the war, deductions for Liberty bonds, deductions for in-
surance, deductions for their allotments to their homes, and
having little or nothing left of their pay at the end of the
month—when we attempt to do a little bit of justice to these
men, your big Wall Street interests, your big corporations,
step in and say, “No, Mr. President, millions for the profiteers,
millions for the moneyed men of the country, but nothing
for the veteran who bared his breast on the fields of France
to defend the flag of the United States of America.”

I hope the President will sign this bill and do eternal honor
to himself. [Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. NicHoLsl.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the
House, my remarks at this fime will be very brief, as I have
many times in the past expressed my feelings and opinion on
this legislation.

We have now under consideration the proposition of
whether or not the Senate bill providing for the payment of
the soldier’s adjusted-compensation certificates, through the
issuance of baby bonds of $50 denomination, will be sub-
stituted for the authorization bill which we passed through
the House only a few days ago. This bill will be adopted by
an overwhelming majority, and for this I am exceedingly
happy, because it will in due time pay to the deserving
ex-service men of this Nation a debt long past due, but I
am not at all pleased with the means provided in this bill
for the payment of said obligation. I shall vote for the
passage of this bill. I vote for it for two reasons. First,
because I have ever said, and have not changed my mind,
that the method of paying this obligation was secondary to
the payment itself, and I am here keeping faith with the
ex-service men of my district and the Nation in voting for
the first bill which came before the House providing for
a method of paying their certificates. Second, because
under the existing rules of the House, and by reason of the
fact that this bill is now before us for consideration under
unanimous consent, there is no alternative. In other words,
there will be no opportunity to offer as an amendment or a
substitute any other method of paying these certificates,
other than the method provided for in the bill under con-
sideration, because the rules of the House will not permit
even the offering of such an amendment or substitute.
Therefore, all of you will be compelled to either vote for
or against this bill, with no opportunity to alter it by the
dotting of an “i” or the crossing of a “t.” However, the fight
is not yet over.

The passage of this bill will insure the ex-service men
of this Nation the payment of their adjusted-compensation
certificates. I sincerely hope, however, that the method of
raising the money to retire the baby bonds given to the
soldiers, in payment of these certificates, is not yet a closed
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book, and to this I wish fo address myself for only a
moment.

I should like to refer this House to a speech made by the
distinguished senior Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. ELMER
TromMmas, on the floor of the Senate on January 18, last Sat-
urday, wherein he pointed out that to pay these certificates
under this method would cost the taxpayers of the United
States $2,000,000,000 plus, in excess of the $2,300,000,000 re-
quired to pay the face value of the certificates at this time.
This caused by reason of the fact that some three or four
bond issues will have to be floated in order to raise the money
to pay the baby bonds, and, of course, I am against the raising
of the money by this method.

When the bill which we now have under consideration
finally becomes a law, it will provide for the issuance of baby
bonds in $50 denomination. Then immediately arises the
question as to where the money will come from to pay the
soldier in cash for his bond, or bonds, when he presents it, or
them, for payment to the post office, bank, or some other
place. There are only two methods by which this money
can be raised. One would be by the time-honored banker’s
method of floating additional tax-exempt, interest-bearing
Government securities, the payment of which must come from
the taxpayers of this Nation. This is the method proposed
under the pending bill, but this Congress could, and I sin-
cerely hope that it will before very long, pass legislation
which would provide that United States notes—currency—be
issued against the gold and silver reserve now in the United
States Treasury, and use that money to retire these baby
bonds, thus eliminating the necessity of the levy of additional
taxes against the already tax-weary citizens of the United
States, and this is the other method.

Therefore, since the battle is won for the ex-service men
of this Nation, I pledge myself here and now to carry on the
fight, to the end that they will not be burdened with addi-
tional taxes amounting to in the end almost dollar for dol-
lar, with which to pay back to the Government the benefits
that the Government is now giving them. Thus you will find
me on the firing line, fighting for legislation which will pro-
vide for the issuance of currency against our metallic reserves
in the Treasury, or for the issuance of bonds to be given to
the Federal Reserve banks of this Nation as collateral to
them for them to issue their currency and retire these bonds,
and providing that they should not receive interest on the
bonds, but only a service charge for the issuance of such
currency.

Either one of these two plans, which incidentally was the
Thomas amendment to the present bill in the Senate, would
pay these bonds without additional tax burden to the citizens
of the United States.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisa].

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I
have no objection if any Democrat claims the credit for
introducing the first adjusted-service certificate bill; the
Recorp alone can determine that. Nor do I object to the
speech of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, CONNERY],
in which he praises members of his own party for the fight
they made for the passage of this bill. But I think it is
only fair to point out that the adjusted-service certificate
bill originated with the Republicans, in a Republican admin-
istration, and was put over the veto of a Republican Presi-
dent by a majority in both Houses of Congress which were
then Republican. I am perfectly willing that both sides
should claim credit, and those who made the fight deserve
that credif. [Applause.]

This is the end of the fight that has been waged for 15
years in Congress to partially adjust the pay of World War
veterans by a grateful Government, provided the President
signs the bill; otherwise it will come back for the determina-
tion of the Congress, and the veto will be overridden by a
tremendous vote.

I admit that if the Patman bill had been passed by Con-
gress providing for $2,000,000,000 in greenbacks, printing-
press or inflationary money, that it would not have impaired




844 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

the soundness of the dollar with ten billions in gold and a
billion in silver in the Treasury.

I have opposed it on principle because I did not want the
Congress to start the printing press for payment of the serv-
ice certificates to the veterans, as once such principle is in-
voked the Congress might just as well pay off the national
debt, the salaries of Members of Congress, and the running
expenditures of the Government by issuing greenback or
inflationary money.

It is true we have ten billion in the Treasury in gold and
one billion in silver, and that we have less than $6,000,~
000,000 in currency. An additional two billion in currency,
if and when needed, would not cause serious inflation.

But the American Legion took the position that the bill
should not be involved in the question of inflation, and
rightly so. Many members of the Legion feel that the at-
tempt to use the adjusted-service certificate bill as a vehicle
for currency expansion was the cause of its failure to be
enacted into law last year.

I take the liberty to read into the Recorp the resolution
passed at the last national convention of the American
Legion, held at St. Louis in September 1935, as follows:

Be it resolved, That—

1. We request immediate cash payment of the adjusted-service
certificates at face value, with cancelation of accrued interest on
loans, and refund of interest paid, and do hereby reaffirm the
Miami convention resolution on this subject.

2. We request the immediate favorable action of the Congress
and the approval of the President of the United States upon this
clear-cut and single issue, without having it complicated or con-
fused by other issues of Government finance or theories of cur-
rency with which the Legion does not intend to become involved.

3. We hereby ratify and approve the efforts of National Com-
mander Belgrano and the national legislative committee on behalf
of the Legion's bill at the last session of Congress.

I ask unanimous consent to insert a brief statement of the
American Legion as to how this money will be spent by the
World War veterans, which I think the American people are
entitled to know. I ask unanimous consent to include that
in my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. FISH. A preliminary check of figures for 40,000 ques-
tionnaires is given herewith showing what the veterans pro-
pose to do with the cash received from the adjusted-service
certificates:

Percent
Agricultural implements 6.22
Automobile 9.25
Auto truck 1.29
Battery - 1.50
Tires ____ 4.63
Build new house 4.52
Clothes for children 25.74
Suit or overcoat for self 26.00
Clothes for wife_. A5 28. 50
Education, home study course 3. 40
Electric or gas refrigerator 5.07
Farm __ 4 .32
Furniture 15. 85
Housefurnishings 14,51
Insurance. 13.94
Invest In own business 10. 46
Invest in stocks or bonds 1.29
Lot for home site 3.28
Men's shirts 11.31
Men's furnishings 13.92
Men's hats - 10. 03
Men's shoes 13.28
Oil or gas furnace 1712
Paint house_ 12.90
Pay notes, mortgages, loans, or old bills 51, 80
Purchase home 6. 56
Radio_ 4.36
Repair house. 19.16
Rugs..__ 5.87
Start or increase savings account 10. 20
All other (miscellaneous)._.. 7.87

It will be noted from the figures that better than 50 per-
cent of the men who will receive adjusted compensation are
going to pay up old bills with it. The next thing they are
going to do is to take care of the needs of their families and
their homes. Thirty per cent are going to provide new
clothes for their wives, 29 percent are going to get a suit or
overcoat for themselves, and 28 percent will buy new clothes
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for their children. Approximately 21 percent are going to
repair their homes and 14 percent are going to paint their
houses. Seventeen percent will buy new furniture and 15
percent other housefurnishings. The tremendous stimulant
that will be accorded business of all kinds throughout the
United States is readily seen by perusal of the above figures.

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. 1 yield. :

Mr. McCORMACK. I think it is fair to say that a grea
percentage of the money which will be received by the
veterans will be spent for serviceable things. Does the
gentleman agree with that statement?

Mr. FISH. I am convinced of it.

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. FISH. Yes.

Mr, COOPER of Tennessee. In that connection I think it
should also be observed, and I believe the figures which will
be inserted by the gentleman from New York will show,
according to the estimate made by the Veterans' Adminis-
tration, that only about 7 percent of the money heretofore
received by the veterans on their certificates has been, as
it is called, wasted or unaccounted for.

Mr, FISH. I go further than the gentleman and say
that this money is adjusted-service compensation, to be paid
to these veterans because they received only $1 a day during
the war when laborers at home received $10 a day, and
they have a right to dispose of it in any way they see fit.
[Applause.] I believe it will be spent for the benefit of their
families, and that most of the veterans are in debt, many
are in need and unemployed, and some are actually destitute.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, McCorMACK].

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I am glad to listen to
the concluding remarks of my distinguished friend from
New York [Mr. Fisul, because I feel that placing into the
Recorp the manner in which the money will be spent is a
decided contribution to a discussion of this bill at any stage,
and particularly at the present stage. When we made provi-
sions for the 50-percent loan, there was considerable argu-
ment advanced that the money would be wasted, and, as the
gentleman from New York undoubtedly had in mind, and as
my distinguished friend from Tennessee [Mr. Coorer], by
his questions, had in mind, a survey of the Veterans’ Bureau
shows that a very small percentage of the money borrowed
at that time was spent in an unwise manner. As the gentle-
man from Tennessee said, less than 7 percent, and as Mr.
FisH said, probably less than that, of the total amount bor-
rowed was spent unwisely. That is a remarkable record. It
is a remarkable piece of evidence; it is a very sustaining piece
of evidence to those of us who are going to vote for the pas-
sage of this bill, and who have fought for such legislation in
the past—that the money received will be used by the vet-
erans for purposes which are commendable. While I am
speaking on that subject, only a few days ago I was talking
with a businessman in Washington who had always opposed
the payment of the bonus. He told me that he has changed
his mind, and undoubtedly countless businessmen through-
out the country have also changed their minds as a result of
similar experiences. He told me that five veterans recently
visited his place of business, each one of whom owned an
automobile. Each one contemplated buying a new car,
within their means, and they were going to furn in as a part
of the purchase price, as we all do, the cars they now own.

What impressed him was that each one of these men
owned a car at the present time and was contemplating
buying another car, and that each and every one of them
said, “When I get my bonus I intend to come back and see
you.” That man did not have alone in mind the fact that
he was getting business, but what impressed him was that
each one of these men owned a car. They were men used
to the ownership of a car; they were men who intended to
buy a new car which was within their means, and they were
going to do so when the bonus bill passed. That man was
impressed by the wise and serious manner in which those
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men were contemplating spending their money. That same
thing exists throughout the country. Many veterans when
they get their money are going to pay doctors’ bills and
other bills that they have contracted for themselves and
for their families and buy something for their homes for
the happiness of themselves and their families. Ninety-five
percent of them, at least, are going to make proper expendi-
tures of the money they receive. The gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisa] and the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Coorer] have each made a powerful and very fine contri-
bution to the discussion of this bill today when they so
properly and so ably referred to the manner in which the
money will be expended.

I hope the veterans of the couniry, when they spend their
money, when they go into stores and buy, after they have
received their money, will say, “If I had not received the
bonus I would not have been able to make these purchases.”
They will be conveying to the business men of their com-
munities the fact that they are wisely spending their money
and the fact that the businessmen of their community are
receiving the benefits of the bonus which has been paid.

I am very appreciative of the remarks made by my dis-
tinguished friend from Massachusetts [Mr. ConnNErRY], and
I know that my friend from Kentucky [Mr. Vinson], and
my friend from Texas [Mr. Patman], also appreciate them.
Mr. ConnerY has been a hard fighter for the veterans and
the veterans will always remember him. They should also
remember all their friends. I do not think the veterans
should hold against any man who voted against the bonus
the fact that he did so, if that man honestly exercised his
judgment with a complete disregard of the rest of his record.
I do not think the veterans should put themselves in the
position of voting against a man because of one vote only.
They should judge a man’s whole record, and yet those who
have fought for it should be remembered by them, whether
they are Democrats or Republicans, and foremost among
those who have consistently fought for the payment of the
bonus and for the best interest of the veterans is our dis-
tinguished friend from Massachusetts [Mr. Cownweryl.
[Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Mav].

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, upon the convening of the first
session of the Seventy-third Congress the first vote I cast,
on I think the first roll call, was one to grant authority to
the President of the United States to take action in connec-
tion with the banking emergency, when the American bank-
ing system was in chaos. The second vote I cast at that
session of Congress, and I believe the third day of the term,
was a vote against what is commonly known as the nefarious
economy bill that robbed many veterans. Since that time I
have cast two votes for the payment of the adjusted-service
certificates, and have likewise in each case cast two votes to
override Presidential vetoes. For one of those votes I was
denounced by a subsidized and partisan public press as a
traitor. I am not ashamed of either of them, and if it were
to be done over today, and if it becomes necessary tomor-
row, I shall not only again vote for the payment of the
adjusted-service certificates but I shall again vote to over-
ride a Presidential veto, if such veto should again be pre-
sented to this House. I voted for this payment because of
two things: First, I realized, as I realize now, that it meant
the payment of a just debt to a deserving class of creditors
of the United States. Second, I believed then, as I believe
now, that this is one of the best recovery measures that can
possibly be passed by the Congress of the United States.
This money will go to every nook and corner of this country
where the little blue cards went in 1916 and 1917 when we
were calling to the colors of the country the veterans whom
we now owe and must pay what is admitted to be a legitimate
past-due debt.

I agree with my colleague from Kentucky, Mr. VINSON,
and with my colleague from Texas, Mr. ParmaN, and with
the two gentlemen from Massachusetts, Mr. McCorMACK
and Mr. CoNNERY, who have been warriors for the payment
of this debt from the time it was first proposed during this
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administration, that they are entitled to a leading part in
credit for the promotion of this legislation and for payment
of these certificates in cash. I shall continue to believe that
when we have paid this we have merely met an obligation
that we owed to an honest creditor of the Government.
[Applause.]

My votes on this question and the record of my activities
have been along a line of absolute consistency. Then, if I
am again charged with freason, then I say to those who
charge it, if that be treason then let them make the most of
it. [Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Joaxson].

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I have no de-
sire to unduly prolong this debate. The war veterans are not
interested in debate. Everyone understands the issues in-
volved. What the veterans want is less talk and more action
by this Congress now. [Applause.]

May I say that I have consistently supported legislation to
pay this just obligation of the Government from the begin-
ning of this long fight. I have also consistently supported
what is known as the Patman plan, to pay the adjusted-serv-
ice certificates by issuing new money against the $10,000,000
of actual gold lying idle in the Federal Treasury. I still be-
lieve in that plan. Onethlngiscert,am,tmsdebtmustbe
paid either by bills or bonds.

This Congress, it seems, has decided to pay it by bonds, by
the highly advertised baby-bond method.

But even though I still much prefer the Patman plan, this
baby-bond plan is less objectionable than the original plan
of the so-called sound-money advocates. It will pay the vet-
erans the cold cash without a lot of red tape and delay, and
undoubtedly will greatly stimulate business by placing from
one to two billions of money in circulation. It will go into
every nook and corner of the United States; it will save the
homes of thousands of worthy veterans and permit others to
meet other pressing obligations.

When the authorization bill came up in the House, Jan-
uary 9, and during the preliminary conferences we were
told over and over again that this was only an authoriza-
tion bill, and that when the measure came back to the
House, Members would have an opportunity to decide
what method of payment they desired. The Recorp will
show that during the debate on the floor of the House,
January 9, I asked the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Connery] the following question:

Does not the gentleman understand there has been a gentle-
men’s agreement between the various groups here, including the
so-called leaders of this House, that those of us who favor the
Patman bill will be given an opportunity somewhere down the line
to express ourselves by a vote as to what particular method of
payment of the bonus we prefer?

The gentleman's answer was:

The understanding that I have is that those with whom we
conferred would endeavor to obtain that for us, to the best of
their ability; but in the event they are not able to obtain that,
I suggest that we have a caucus, and in that caucus suggest that
a rule be brought in permitting us to offer legislation on the
appropriation bill along the line of the Patman bill.

Yet, in the face of that record, we find ourselves in a
position where we must support the Senate bill carrying
the baby-bond plan or nothing. Under the present rules
of the House, those of us advocating the Patman plan and
who have exhausted every possible effort to effect payment
of this solemn obligation by issuing new money instead of
the bond route have no possible opportunity to offer that
plan at this time.

Let me say here that I was really surprised that the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Fisu], who spoke a few minutes
-ago, should inject partisan politics into this debate. The
distinguished and ambitious gentleman, however, has been
barnstorming the country for the past several years discuss-
ing partisan politics so persistently that it appears impossible
for him to make any kind of a speech on the floor of this
House without injecting partisan politics into the debate.
Butialloruslmawthstpolitics have no place in this dis-
cussion.
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Mr., NICHOLS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I will be glad to yield to my
colleague from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICHOLS. Do I understand the gentleman to say
that the rules of the House today are such that it will not be
possible for anyone to offer an amendment to this bill that
suggests a different method of payment than that provided in
the bill?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. That is correct. And I
might add that, for all practical purposes, it is impossible
for those of us who endorse the Patman plan to express our-
selves by a vote on that plan foday, although this House by
a record vote has demonstrated that it prefers the Patman

. plan to the bond method.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. O'CONNOR. The gentleman is aware that we are pro-
ceeding under unanimous consent?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. That is true.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Any one person could have objected to
this proceeding.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes; but it would be too bad
for anyone who did object. [Laughter and applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.] -

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may care to consume to the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. RANDOLPH],

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, during the discussion of
the payment of the adjusted-service certificates to veterans
of the World War, I have continually heard the opponents
of this measure denounce those who are handling the
financial policies of this administration. I believe that, for
the information of the Members of the House and the coun-
try at large, there should be placed in the Recorp at this
time the proportionate per capita national debt existing in
three great major countries. In France the per capita debt
is $717. In Great Britain it is $524. In the United States it
is but $219. I say to the Members of this House, regardless
of how individuals may stand upon the payment of the ad-
justed-service certificates, we in this couniry are in good
condition today in comparison to the other countries.

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I trust, as I believe the majority of the
membership of this House trusts, that the President will
approve this bill when it is sent to him.

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I do not yield, Mr. Speaker,

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. RoBsion].

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, time marches
on! We are today about to do what several of us urged
Congress to do in 1919 and 1920. At that time the question
of additional pay to the defenders of our country was being
pressed in Congress. At that time we had a Democratic
administration. Mr. Wilson was in the White House. The
administration was against the bonus. It was contended
that sufficient money was not available to pay this addi-
tional sum to the veterans. As I recall, it was estimated at
that time it would take $1,492,000,000 to give the veterans
this additional pay—that is, $1 per day additional for service
in this country and $1.10 per day additional for service
OVerseas.

I introduced a bill providing for this additional pay to the
veterans and for the Government to issue bonds to them.
This would enable those who needed it to get their pay in
cash immediately and those who did not want the money
could hold the bonds as an investmenf. As I now recall a
few others, Republicans and Democrats, introduced similar
bills. This is the very thing we are doing today in adopting
the Senate amendment to the soldiers’ bonus bill that we
passed in the House some days ago.

This Senate amendment proposes that bonds be issued to
each veteran for the full amount of the adjusted pay now
due him. Those who desire can cash these bonds at any
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post office, and, of course, those who do not need the cash
can hold their bonds until 1945, the bonds paying 3-percent
interest.

I would not attempt to take away from any Member of
this House any credit that may be due to him, either Re-
publican or Democrat, for the service he has rendered in
bringing about this legislation. In the early part of this
fight, from 1919 up to and including 1924, many of the out-
standing leaders on the Democratic side of the House were
against the bonus and made vigorous fights against it, and
on the other hand there were a number of distinguished
Members on the Republican side who opposed the soldiers’
bonus. I wish to congratulate Chairman DoveaHTON and my
distinguished colleagues from Kentucky, Mr. Vinson, and
Mr. JENKINS, from Ohio, and many others on the Ways and
Means Committee and in the House here who have pushed
this fight to a successful conclusion.

If, in 1919, Congress had issued bonds as it is proposed to
do today, $1,492,000,000 would have paid the debt; but we
put it off and put it off for nearly 17 years, and we are now
confronted with the same situation, but with a large increase
in the amount of bonds necessary to pay the obligation.

Mr. COLDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I yield.

Mr. COLDEN. Is it not a fact that Congress found
several billions to pay munitions makers and the railroads
after the war?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes; and that is what irked
the defenders of our country. We found the money to pay
the war contractors, the railroads, and others, but we could
not find the additional $1 per day to nay the defenders of
our country.

I believed the other day when I made a speech in favor
of this measure that it would be the last; but it is now neces-
sary to act on the Senate amendment, and it is a pleasure
to me to raise my voice again in behalf of this just cause.
The bonus bill with the Senate amendment as now before
us, as I understand, has the sincere approval and the ear-
nest support of the American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign
Wars, and the Disabled American Veterans. It is very grati-
fying indeed to all of the friends and supporters of this leg-
islation to see these three great World War veterans' organ-
izations fighting shoulder to shoulder in this great cause, as
they did in defense of our country.

Let us indulge the hope that President Roosevelt will not
veto this bill, as he did the bill in the last Congress. This
proposal is right. I was for it in 1919, I have been for it
ever since, and I am for it today, and will welcome an op-
portunity to vote to override the President’s veto if he
should so act.

I thank you for your patient hearing. [Applause.]

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Speaker, I yield one-half minute
to the gentleman from California [Mr. BurRNHAM],

Mr. BURNHAM. Mr. Speaker, I wish to read the follow-
ing short letter from Mr. John E. Staley, commander of the
Veterans’ Prosperity Organization, with national headquar-
ters in Los Angeles, Calif.:

VETERANS' PROSPERITY ORGANIZATION,
Los ANGELES, CALIF., January 20, 1936.
Hon. Georce BURNHAM,
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.

My DeAr CoNGrESSMAN: On the occasion of the loan legislation
affecting adjusted-compensation certificates in 1931 considerable
difficulty was experienced by the many veterans in securing appli-
cation blanks, with the result that in Los Angeles these were
printed, in large part, by the Los Angeles Examiner and given to
the applying veterans.

The pending legislation will require the printing of more than
40,000,000 bonds, which includes the bonds to be issued directly
to the veteran and the Treasury financing debentures.

Necessarily considerable accounting in the computation of in-
terest between the period of the last loan by the veteran and the
date of interest cessation will incur the need of expert services,
requiring the enlargement of personnel in the Veterans' Adminis-

.tration and other departments concerned. If civil-service require-

ments cannot be relaxed to t of this work being speedily
accomplished, special legislation should be enacted.

Veterans' Administration offices in the various cities should pro-
vide a corps of notaries public to expeditiously acknowledge the
veterans' applications,
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These ons are prompied by extensive experience in the
matter, and I hope that you see fit to give them your consid-
eration.

Respectfully,
JouN E. STALEY.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Rasaur] such time as he may desire.

Mr. RABAUT, Mr. Speaker, the payment of the adjusted-
service certificates will prove of tremendous importance to
the city of Detroit, the home of the automotive industry,
and to the many employees engaged in this highly techni-
calized activity. There is no doubt that a very proper pro-
portion of the huge fund released under this b
a law—will find its way into various channels of trade. And
who in America today would divorce a just proportion of
this sum from being spent for the manufactured products
of the automotive industry? Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I
correctly stated a dynamic city’s position in my opening re-
mark—that the payment of the adjusted certificates will

prove of tremendous importance to the workers in the auto- |

motive industry at Detroit; the automotive industry whose
glorious ascent to supremacy diminishes, so to speak, the
story of the Arabian Nights; the automotive industry cap-
tained by men of forethought, men of genius, men of ac-
tion; the automotive industry that has climbed to a pin-
nacle of accomplishment second to none; the automotive
industry that has brought to the traveling public the best
and the most economical transportation of the age; the
automotive industry that has done things for business and
agriculture, bringing of necessity into being the existence of
the good road. Yes; Mr. Speaker, the automotive industry
awakened and rejuvenated a great city, for from every nook
and corner of the land came those mechanically inclined
geniuses whose combined effort gives you the perfect auto-
mobile of today. Over $2,000,000,000 will be released by
this bill or, taking it closer to home, Wayne County’'s
share is $29,998,906.70. So, to those desiring to improve
their present mode of transportation, I recommend not only
to the veterans receiving their long-cherished, so-called
bonus, but even to those Members of this body within the
hearing of my voice, the advantages to be gained and the
comfort to be acquired and the joy fto be instilled by the
touch of the wheel of Detroit’s new and glorious automo-
biles, Truly they are the wings of America!

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr, Speaker, I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ELLEN-
BOGEN].

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, we are nearing the time
when the Iast vote will be taken on the question of pavment
of the adjusted-service certificates. I hope the resolution I
have presented today will be overwhelmingly, if not unani-
mously, adopted.

There is very little difference between the bill passed by
the House some days ago, the Vinson-McCormack-Patman
bill, and the Senate amendment of the House bill. - They
both provide for the veterans getting their money, and that
is what we are driving at; that is what we are anxious to do.

The bill as passed by the Senate appears to be satisfactory
to those who represent the soldiers, especially the organiza-
tions. The American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
and the Disabled American Veterans all say this bill is sat-
isfactory to the veterans; and it is, in my judgment, also
fair to the Government.

It is maintained by some that it is more than the original
contract. Perhaps this is true so far as some interest is
concerned; buf, in my judgment, it is no more than the
original contract should have been. The soldiers were com-
pelled to accept this settlement, They never have been sat-
isfied with it. They now say they will be satisfied with the
settlement proposed in the bill under consideration.

It is said by others that this is a hard time for the Gov-
ernment to pay this bonus; and it is, with the many demands,
extra demands upon our Government for relief and recovery
purposes. We all realize that it is a hard time for the Gov-
ernment to meet this obligation; but, Mr. Speaker, it is much
harder for the American veterans in distress to go without
this assistance than it is for the Government to pay it at
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this time; and I hope this resolution will be overwhelmingly
adopted.

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGHTON. I yield.

Mr. HEALEY:. There is no provision in the Senate amend-
ment which confers any benefit on the veterans for retain-
ing their present adjusted-service certificates.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Not for retaining them, but if they
hold the bonds provided in this bill, they will draw 3-percent
interest.

Mr, Speaker, I move the previous question on the adoption
of the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the adoption of the
resolution.

Mr. DOUGHTON.
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk called the roll; and there were—yeas 346, nays
59, answered “present” 1, not voting 25, as follows:

Mr, Speaker, I demand the yeas and

[Roll No. 8]
YEAS—346

Adalr Daly Hildebrandt Miller
Allen Darrow Hill, Ala. Mitchell, 11,
Amlie Deen Hill, Enute Mitchell, Tenn.
Andresen Delaney Hill, Samuel B, Monaghan
Arends Dempsey Hoffman Moran
Ashbrook DeRouen Holmes Moritz
Ayers Dickstein Hook Mott
Bacharach Dies Hope Murdock
Bankhead Dietrich Houston Nelson
Barden Dingell Hull Nichols
Barry Dirksen Norton
Beam Disney Jacobsen O'Brien
Beiter Ditter Jenckes, Ind O’'Connell

Dondero Jenkins, Ohilo O’Connor
Berlin Dorsey Johnson, Okla O’Leary
Binderup Doughton Johnson, Tex O'Malley
Blackney Doutrich Johnson, W.Va. Owen
Blanton Doxey Jones Palmisano

m Driscoll Parks

Boehne Driver Eeller Parsons
Bolleau Duncan Kelly Patterson
Boland Dunn, Miss Kennedy, Md Patton
Boykin Dunn, Pa, Eennedy, N. Y. Pearson
Boylan Eagle Kenney Peterson, Fla.
Brennan Eckert Eerr Peterson, Ga.
Brewster Edmiston Pettengill
Brooks Eicher KEleberg Pieifer
Brown, Ga. Ekwall Kloeb Plerce
Brown, Mich. Ellenbogen Eniffin Pittenger
Buck Engel Knutson Polk
Buckbee Englebright Eoclalkowski Powers
Buckler, Minn. Eopplemann Quinn
Buckley, N. ¥ Faddis Eramer Rabaut
Bulwinkle Farley Kvale ¥
Burdlek Fenerty Lambertson Ra k
Burnham Ferguson Lambeth Randolph
Caldwell Flesinger Lamneck Rankin
Cannon, Mo. Larrabee Ransley
Cannon, Wis Fitzpatrick Lea, Calif, Rayburn
Carlson Fletcher Lee, Okla. Reece
Carmichael Focht Lemke Reed, Il
Carpenter Ford, Miss, Lesinski Beed, N. Y
Carter Frey Lord Rellly
Cartwright Fuller Lucas Richards
Cary Fulmer Luckey
Casey Gambrill Ludlow Risk
Castellow Gasque Lundeen Robinson, Utah
Celler Gassaway Robsion, Ky.
Chandler Gavagan McClellan Rogers, N. H.
Chapman Gearhart MeCormack Rogers, Okla.
Church Gllchrist McGehee Romjue
Clark, Idaho Gildea McGrath Rudd
Clark, N.C Gillette MecGroarty Ryan
Cochran G McKeough Babath
Coflee Goldsborough McLaughlin Sadowski
Colden 1d McLeod Banders, Tex,
Cole, Md Gray, Ind MeMillan Sauthoff
Collins Gray, Pa McReynolds Schaefer
Colmer Green McSwain Bchneider, Wis.

Greenway Maas Bchuetz
Cooley Greenwood Mahon Bchulte
Cooper, Ohio Greever Main Scott
Cooper, Tenn. Gregory Mansfield Bcrugham
Costello Griswold Marcantonio Sears
Cravens Guyer Marshall Becrest
Crawford Gwynne Mertin, Colo Beger
Creal Haines Martin, Mass. Shanley
Crosby Halleck Mason Shannon
Cross, Tex Hamlin Bhort
Crosser, Ohlo Hancock, N.C. Maverick Birovich
Crowe Hart May Bmith, Conn.
Crowther Harter Mead Smith, Wash.
Cullen Healey Meeks Bmith, W. Va.

Hess Merritt, N. Y. Snyder, Pa.
Curley Higgins, Mass. Michener Somers, N. Y.




‘South Thomas Wallgren Wilson, Pa.
Bpence Thomason Walter Withrow
Stack Thompson Warren ‘Wolcott
Starnes Thurston Wearin Wolfenden

Tolan Weaver Wolverton
Stefan Tonry Welch Wood
Stubbs Turner ‘Werner Woodruff
Sutphin Turpin ‘West Young
Sweeney Umstead ‘Whelchel Zimmerman
Taylor, Colo. Underwood White The Speaker
Taylor, 8. C. Vinson, Ga. Wilcox
Taylor, Tenn. Vinson, Ey.

NAYS—59
Andrew, Mass. Drewry Lewis, Md Sisson
Andrews, N. Y. Duffy, N.Y. Smith, Va.
Bacon Eaton Bnell
Biermann Ford, Calif. Merritt, Conn. Sumners, Tex.
Bland Gifford Millard Taber
Bolton Goodwin Montague Tarver
Burch Hancock, N.¥. O'Day Terry
Cavicchia Hartley "Neal Tinkham
Christianson Conn. Perkins Tobey
Claiborne Hobbs Peyser Treadway
Cole,N. Y. Hollister Plumley Utterback
Cox Huddleston Rich Whittington
Culkin Lanham Robertson Wigglesworth
Darden Lehlbach Rogers, Mass. Wi
Dobbins Lewls, Colo. Russell
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Wadsworth
NOT VOTING—25

Buchanan Flannagan Maloney Bullivan
Citron Gehrmann Montet Thom
Corning Harlan Oliver Wilson, La.
Dear Hennings Patman Zioncheck
Dockweiler Hoeppel Sanders, La
Duffey, Ohio Kee Sandlin
Fernandez McFarlane Stewart

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call my name.

The Clerk called the name of Mr, Byrxs, and he voted
uaye.n

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Patman (for) with Mr. Wadsworth (against).

Mr. McFarlane (for) with Mr, Corning (against).

General pairs:

. Oliver with Mr. Stewart.

BSandlin with Mr. Thom.

Harlan with Mr. Dear.

Montet with Mr. Duffey of Ohio.

Wilson of Louisiana with Mr. Zioncheck.
Hennings with Mr. Maloney.

Dockweller with Mr. Sanders of Louislana.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I voted “nay” on this
resolution; however, I have a pair with the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Patman, who is unavoidably detained. It is un-
derstood, of course, that if the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
PATMAN, were present he would have voted “yea” on this
resolution. I must therefore withdraw my vote of “nay” and
answer “present.”

Mr. CULLEN, Mr. Speaker, my colleague from New York,
Mr. SuLLIvaN, is ill at his home, and therefore unavoidably
absent. However, he wishes me to state to the Members of
the House that if present he would have voted “yea” on this
resolution,

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the gentle-
man from Texas, Mr. McFARLANE, is unavoidably absent on
account of important business. He has always voted for this
measure, and if present today he would have voted “yea.”
However, he does have a pair with the gentleman from New
York, Mr. CORNING.

Mr. BOILEAU., Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentle-
man from Wisconsin, Mr. GEERMANN, is unavoidably absent.
He has been a consistent supporter of this legislation. He
asked me to announce that if present he would have voted
“yea” on this resolution.

Mr., DEROUEN. Mr. Speaker, my colleague from Louisi-
ana, Mr. FPERNANDEZ, is unavoidably absent. If present, he
would have voted “yea.”

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. Patman, is unavoidably absent. If present, he would
have voted “yea” on the resolution.

Mr. EDMISTON. Mr, Speaker, my colleague the gentle-
man from West Virginia, Mr. KEE, is absent on account of
illness. If present, he would have voted “yea.”

FEEEEER
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Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentleman
from Connecticut, Mr. Crtron, is detained at home un-
avoidably on account of illness. If present, he would have
voted “yea” on this resolution.

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentleman
from Virginia, Mr. FrLaNnNacan, is unavoidably absent. He
has wired me to say that if present he would have voted
l(ym‘"

- The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

On motion of Mr., DoucHTON, a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS—ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 legislative days in which
to extend their remarks in the Recorp on the measure just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES A PAST-DUE DEBT

Mr. DORSEY., Mr, Speaker, the bonus question should
be as free from politics as American neutrality. It involves
all of America and America’s honor. Both sides of the aisle
should observe it that way. Before I ever dreamed of enter-
ing Congress I participated in the adjusted-compensation
fight as a member in the ranks of the American Legion.
The same arguments were advanced then as now, for the
case of the veteran has not changed. The justice of his
claim has not altered. Oratory will not satisfy the man
who wore the khaki or Navy blue in 1917-19. A bill collector
cannot be turned away by the description of a sunset or a
funny story. He wants pay. After many a weary battle
we once more urge immediate payment, and the hour for
that accomplishment seems imminent. We may clothe the
pro-bonus arguments in slightly varying verbiage, but there
are just so many words in the English language and they
have almost all been laid end on end in annual array by
bonus advocates. When reduced to lowest terms, they say
one simple thing: “The adjusted-compensation certificates
represent a past-due debt, Pay it.”

The manufacturer of World War equipment has long since
banked his plenteous profits of 1917-19 days. His lowliest
employee has probably spent the generous bonus granted to
reduce surtaxes of the employer and received for doing an
ordinary day’s work at high salary, amid no discomforts or
inconveniences. Meanwhile the ex-service man has waited
patiently for an adjustment that would at least place a value
on his war services equal to that given to noncombatant and
unskilled laborers of the war period, who toiled at home.
That is what the adjusted-compensation certificates at-
tempted to balance. Some instances of inequalities that
never could be liquidated by mere money were cited in my
address on this same subject during the last session of this
Seventy-fourth Congress. The payment of this past debt
has been deferred while the need of the creditor has become
immediate. The manufacturer, his employees, and even
civilian Government workers have been paid their bonuses
and high war salaries, but the soldier still holds an I O U,
17 years after the debt was contracted. In every large
family there is apt to be a less demanding member who
always is served the neck of the chicken. For 17 long years
the ex-service man has been getting the neck, while the
war contractor and his employees have had early and gen-
erous access to the white meat.

I like to think of our early battles to galn our deserved
adjusted compensation. That was before I ever thought of
becoming a congressional candidate, for the simple justice
of our claim was all that caused me fo fare forth. We were
arrayed against powerful adversaries. However, we fought
with some of the teamwork that service life had taught us
but a few years previous. Our opponents were, in fact, if
not in name, the Liberty Leaguers of the early 1920’s and
many of them have survived to fight us up to this last stand
and victory. Then, as now, they were alined against any
measure which caused them to be taxed. They were quite
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willing to accumulate huge profits from war but were
staunchly opposed to any but regular service pay to the com-
batant who risked his life. Eugene Grace, of Bethlehem
Steel, felt smug and contented with his bonus of several
million dollars, but a thousand-dollar adjustment to a man
who had cut through the barbed wire of no man’s land
should be considered as ruinous to America and American
principles. Grace and his cohorts had had the white meat
so long that they believed they were created to eat white
meat and the neck was passed on to the soldier. After all,
he should be content with his ideals. Andrew W. Mellon
and a number of large and reactionary corporations were
the Liberty Leaguers of this period when we began our fight
for the bonus. “Andy” and his ilk are the Liberty Leaguers
of today.

Once a Liberty Leaguer always a Liberty Leaguer seeins
to be their motto. The same crowd that “ganged up” on
us in the early days of our bonus fight are now lining up
against President Roosevelt, and for the same reason. If
they cannot get special privilege, they will spend millions
to prevent the everyday American from getting what right-
fully belongs to him. Today they prate about the Consti-
tution; then they spoke of the bonus ruining America.
Andy Mellon had muscled his way into that curious Cabinet
of President Harding; and while Colonel Forbes was creat-
ing the first odor that became a national stench before
Harding’s death, Mr. Mellon was being spoken of for his
resemblance to Alexander Hamilton—mostly by people un-
familiar with the biography of the versatile first Secretary
of the Treasury. These were days when we had not only
to fight for justice in the bonus issue; we were combating
corruption within the Bureau which was charged with tak-
ing care of our disabled. While the Ohio gang was writing
its malodorous record of graft, Andy Mellon was directing
the policy of Mr. Harding on the bonus question. He was
the tin god of big business, for it felt that the adjusted
compensation could be averted as long as the modern
Hamilton held office.

Mellon constantly implied ruin if the bonus were paid.
The Liberty Leaguers of that day decided to bear down on
their employees just as they will do this fall. In the 1920’s
they coerced their employees into writing their Congressmen,
and even supplied the sample letters to guide their workers
in the style of communication for address to the legislators.
They were to bring these into the factory or office, unsealed,
for the boss to check and mail—or else. Do I hear you say
that this sounds curiously similar to the plan the holding
companies employed last summer? Well, there is something
in the thought processes of a Liberty Leaguer that makes
him believe he can get away with murder as far as the pub-
lic is concerned. Money has always done anything he asked
it to do. Hire a few high-priced executives like Jouett
Shouse and several sly publicity men—and presto. But it
did not work where the bonus was concerned, and it will not
work next fall. John W. Citizen is a pretty smart bird,
regardless of what the Liberty Leaguers think of him.
When it came to our early bonus fight, we had a cheap little
paper called the American Legion Weekly. It came in com-
mon newspaper stock and it was not much for looks. But
it showed up Mellon, the Hamiltonian, in his true colors. I
do not know where or how it got its facts—and who cares?—
but it disclosed that Andy was financing a fake soldier
organization, opposed to the bonus.

The correspondence it reported and the copies of exhibits
it displayed were never disclaimed to my knowledge by the
ruler of three Presidents. He maintained a reserved and
dignified silence after they appeared in the cheap little
sheet that went to every Legionnaire weekly. Andy may
have ignored the articles but Congress did not. Despite the
loaded poll of the Literary Digest, “Do you vote for the
bonus or tax reduction?” the bonus was passed over the
Coolidge veto. We had won our fight over the arrayed
money powers because we had right and the public on our
side. And all the trick ballots of the Digest could not alter
the real verdict. America, through its duly elected repre-
sentatives had acknowledged the bonus debt, Andy, the
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Liberty Leaguers, and the Literary Digest, notwithstanding.
But the ex-service man had yielded some ground along the
way. The matter of payment was not what the veteran had
in mind. His certificate was an endowment policy, payable
in 1945. It was something of a compromise in his mind but
then he could struggle along until the pay-off. However, he
reckoned not with the Hoover panic and the slow painful
pull out of the worst depression of our time. Job went first
and then came savings and the regular insurance policy.
Finally, as any creditor would, the veteran cried: “Pay me
now while my need is great, I may not be here in 1945.” In
this latter statement he is more accurate than he knows, for
veterans are dying at a much higher rate than non-veterans.
Arlington, the little country church yards, and the urban
cemeteries are testimony to the fact that a large portion of
veterandom will have heeded the last call before the year
designated on the adjusted-compensation certificates. Their
present death rate will probably show even g greater increase
within the next 5 years. It may not have been manifest in
the immediate post-war days but the World War took snme-
thing out of the man that cannot be replenished.

While “the greatest Secretary of the Treasury since Alex-
ander Hamilton” was dictator of American finance it was
enough to wrest a compromise victory over the Coolidge veto.
Seven months after the Hoover accession, America was on
the skids, and many veterans were jobless and living off
what accumulations they were able to lay up. Business
recovery was always around the corner, and veterans and
nonveterans alike were straining their eyesight looking for
it. Meanwhile Pollyanna utterances emanated from the
Hoover study and the offices of Cabinet members. They
failed to inspire confidence among the citizenry, so this was
not a propitious time for veterans to present their bill.
Hoover’s financial policy was to deflate to the limit if America
was ruined in the process. He could not find the remedy,
so he had a way of ascribing our difficulties to Nature and
Europe and—well to everything but the 12 years of Repub-
lican rule, including Hoover. Clearly, he did not know what
it was all about and how to set it right. So there was little
chance to prime the pump in the Hoover days, for he be-
lieved utterly in inserting Government funds at the top, as
with the Dawes bank in Chicago.

Now, we are definitely through with the “let us talk our-
selves into prosperity” days. Look at the trade indexes and
read the stock quotations in the daily papers. There is no
skyrocketing of prices, but the trend is unmistakably up-
ward. Better still, ask the telephone repair man, the grocer,
the office-specialty man, and others: “How is business?”
Depression has taught them to be conservative, but you will
get a good report. Because we are on our way out. Luxury
industries are an excellent barometer. You do not have to
buy a radio, for instance. It is a luxury.

Well, Philco Radio & Television Corporation, in the heart
of my district, has greatly increased its number of workers
and its pay roll in dollars since March 1933. Every employee
is a member of the radio and television union, which is
associated with the A. F. of L. If radio sales are on the
increase, staples must be. Other industries, large and small,
are on the upswing, some of them for the first time in 6 long
years. More and greater taxable incomes will be reported
this year. So let us do what any family does as it emerges
from debt. Let us pay first the creditor who has waited
longest. He is the ex-service man.

Revaluation of gold and other deflation arresting measures
of the New Deal have returned the confidence of a sorely
afflicted Nation. Our hopes and our accomplishments are
turning upward. It is now possible to pay the bonus, and
I believe this will be done.

Some churches in my district have made a great ceremony
of burning the mortgage which encumbered their house of
worship. The members have heard the clergyman read out
each month by what sum they have gradually reduced the
indebtedness on their edifice. Month after month they
learn of the slowly but constantly diminishing amount due
and no wonder they look with anticipation to the day when
the debt on their church property will be cleared. Finally
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the great day arrives. The members and their families con-
gregate around the specially prepared pyre and amid much
rejoicing the evidence of indebtedness is thrust into the
flames. The clergyman must heave a sigh of relief that he
does not have to henceforth detail the amounts due and the
congregation is no less relieved because the mortgage prob-
lem is over with. That is how America will feel when the
perennial bonus discussion is history. The citizen will heave
a great sigh and relax. In fact a public burning of the
adjusted-compensation certificates might be a good idea.
The annual agitation for payment will at last be ended.

I could not forego mentioning some of those early days in
the bonus fight. We have seen the various agencies of the
immediate post-war days merged into the Veterans’ Bureau
and later, another consolidation which gave us the Vet-
erans’ Administration. If we do not get perfection now, we
at least have nothing of the corruption that marked the
Harding days when Forbes and his buddies lined their
pockets while many a veteran died without benefit of hos-
pitalization. We have met and defeated Mellon and his as-
sortment of Liberty Leaguers. We have fought the good
fight for simple justice. They have been defeated on the
bonus issue but they will, in one guise or another, organize
themselves to secure the special privilege which they believe
to be their divine right. A Du Pont contributes $128,000 in 1
year to save the dear old Constitution. In the 1920’s they
were saving America from ruin through their opposition to
bonus legislation. We found that they were wrong then and
they are no more right now.

The American public presents them with a defeat on the
bonus. Over two Republican vetoes, the debt was finally
acknowledged. It is now 17 years past due and we can
pay. Let’s do it.

BRIDGE ACROSS THE ST. CLAIR RIVER AT PORT HURON, MICH.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the action in the House on last Monday in connection
with the passage of the bill (S. 1788) authorizing the State
of Michigan to construct, maintain, and operate a toll
bridge across the St. Clair River at or near Port Huron, Mich.,
and fo acquire other transportation facilities between said
State and Canada be vacated, and that further action in
reference to this bill be indefinitely postponed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

- Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
what is the reason?

Mr., BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman make some ex-
planation?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, a similar bill was intro-
duced in the Senate, being the companion to this bill intro-
duced by me in the House. It involves the construction of
a bridge over the St. Clair River at Port Huron, Mich.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Has the gentleman taken this up with
the majority members of the committee?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not as yet. I may say to the gentleman
that because of the opposition of certain Members to bridge
bills last year, we passed an omnibus bill. This bill was
included in the omnibus measure, but was inadvertently left
on the calendar and passed last Monday.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON INSULAR AFFAIRS

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a resolution which
I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. DoucrTON submits the following resolution:

Resolved, That CaroriNe O'Day, of New York, be, and is hereby,
elected & member of the standing committee of the House on
Insular Affairs,

The resclution was agreed to.

GEORGE WASHINGTON’S FAREWELL ADDRESS

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on February 22, next, immediately after the reading of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 22

Journal and disposition of matters on the Speaker’s desk,
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. McLeax] may be
given time to read Washington’s Farewell Address.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

LIBERTY AND LAW

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp.

The SPEARKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, at the request of the
South Bend (Ind.) Tribune I wrote the following “guest edi-
torial” on Liberty and Law, which appeared in their issue of
January 5, 1936:

Law is a restraint against liberty. In logfc, therefore, the two
cannot exist at the same time. But life, which is so much wiser
than logic, knows that without law there can be no liberty; that law
wisely written enlarges the liberty of John Citizen by restraining
Bill Sykes from destroying that liberty. I do not like the expres-
sion “liberty under law.” It implies that law is superior to liberty.
On the contrary, liberty is the end, and law is only a means to that
end. Law is valuable only insofar as it guarantees the equal liberty
which is the right of all men.

The state is only a ladder by which man may climb from the
jungle to the plateau of civilization and there pursue his happiness
on equal terms with his fellows. Worship of the state as an
end in itself is always dangerous. It assumes that the state always
acts with Godlike benevolence. All history disproves that assump-
tion. The “invisible government” throughout the centuries and
under every form of law—monarchy, feudalism, democracy, or dic-
tatorship—has always been at work to use the processes of law-
making to give Bill Sykes the chief place at the feast of life. John
Citizen should carefully scrutinize the state. “Eternal vigilance is
the price of liberty”, the only price, ‘

On the other hand, history records its purple pages when govern-
ment under inspired leadership has served the general welfare as
against the privilege of the few., Government can be a great
agency for good.

The exact boundary between liberty and law has never been
drawn and never can be drawn. It must be moved to right or
left as civilization develops. The law is a traffic officer at the cross-
roads of life. In a tiny hamlet we do not need the traffic officer.
In a great city we do. We swrrender a part of our liberty to pass
and repass at will. But all others yield a like freedom. The result
is that you and they have actually gained by the exchange. By
obeying the officer we all have a greater freedom of movement than
before; traffic jams are avoided. In such case control of liberty
increases liberty.

This is the yardstick by which we should measure all legislation.
Does it enlarge the liberty and equalize the right of all citizens to
travel on life’s highway? Does it keep the gates of opportunity
open to all men? If it does, welcome it regardless of its name or
form. But do not under the name of law ask a privilege for your-
self which you are not willing to grant to your fellows. That is
treason to democracy. If persisted in, it may mean the end of
democracy. 4

Our objective under the ceaseless flux of human destiny is to
draw that fine line between that degree of liberty without which
law is tyranny and that degree of law without which liberty is
anarchy.

It is a hard task. Government by the people, busy as they are
with the daily round, is at once the most precious and the most
difficult of all governments.

But because it is your Government assume responsibility for it.
Do not rely alone on law, Government, Congress, the courts, or the
Constitution to protect your liberty.

The aim of democracy is the economic and political application
of the Golden Rule. It is your inheritance from a great and blood-

stained . It is your legacy from the fathers. To guard and
bequeath it to your children is your privilege and job.

THE POWER OF THE SUPREME COURT TO DECLARE ACTS OF CONGRESS
VOID—THE POWER TO INTERPRET THE CONSTITUTION IS THE
POWER TO MAKE THE CONSTITUTION
Mr. RAMSAY. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to

extend my remarks in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAMSAY. Mr, Speaker, it is claimed by those who
support the theory of court determination of acts of Con-
gress that those who oppose such application of power are
opposed to the Constitution and seek to destroy our courts of
justice.

To my mind, this is a gratuitous insult to a great mass of
splendid lawyers and students of our jurisprudence, who
assert that the court’s duty is to interpret the law and not
seek to form the law by the veto of legislation, because the
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power to interpret the Constitution is the power to make the
Constitution.

Speaking for myself, I not only respect but revere our
splendid courts, who have done so much to aid the great
cause of liberty and freedom of the American people.

I realize that in a great republic like ours that the confi-
dence of the people in their courts and their laws reposes the
sure and certain assurance of the perpetuity of our insti-
tutions.

Since the foundation of the great American Republic there
have been two lines of thought uppermost in the minds of
American statesmen.

Did the fathers of our country have in mind the general
welfare of the whole people when writing the Constitution, or
did they have in mind the restriction of the general welfare
whenever this great motive would conflict with the right to
own or control property?

The founders of my political party and faith claim that
the “preamble” of the Constitution meant what it said, and
that all forms and action of government should be diverted
and used to promote the general welfare of the people.
Therefore they held that the judiciary should have no part
in declaring the kind and character of laws Congress should
enact, nor should the courts have any right, power, or privi-
lege to declare any act or acts of Congress void.

Those opposed to this view of government claim that the

preamble of the Constitution meant nothing and could not be
looked to in deciding upon the acts of Congress, and unless
specifically authorized by the Constitution, Congress has no
power to legislate.
. If the Supreme Court had been so careful in marking out
its powers to so adjudicate, under specific authorization,
under the Constitution, this conflict would never have oc-
curred, because the Constitution in none of ifs provisions
authorizes the courts to hold any acts of Congress void and
unconstitutional.

Today we are, in the final analysis, governed by a theory
of government that was supposed to have died with the
Federalist Party, but we now feel the dead and withered
hand of Alexander Hamilton directing through our Supreme
Court the policies of every administration, regardless of
which political party may be in power.

The decision of the Court in the Marbury case was the
first declaration of the right of the Supreme Court to de-
clare acts of Congress void. This decision was the most
brazen judicial announcement of a political faith ever made
by any body of men in this country. This opinion merely
set forth the principles of federalism as announced by Ham-
ilton. It was an obiter dictum opinion, because the Court
first announced it did not have jurisdiction, then went on to
say what the Court would have decided, if it had jurisdic-
tion. Upon this opinion, rendered without authority or cita-
tion, the Court has built up its theory of vetoing and out-
lawing acts of Congress, thereby placing itself in the position
of dictating the political policies of this country. Such
decisions of our courts are mere political opinions and not
judicial decisions, and are wholly unauthorized by the Con-
stitution, laws, and traditions of our form of government.

When we realize that no court in Great Britain has dared
declare any act of Parliament unconstitutional in the past
200 years, and that neither France, Belgium, Germany, nor
Italy have any court empowered to set aside the laws of
their Parliament, we stand aghast at it all, and as we realize
that every court in America, even every justice of the peace,
can set aside the acts of Congress and declare the political
course our political parties must pursue, we shudder and
wonder what the outcome will be.

How long will the American people permit the courts of
America to defeat the expressed will and intent of the
people of this country by avoiding and destroying the laws
that people are demanding? By a decision of 5 to 4 will
they continue to permit this Court to deny their Legislature
the right to correct the evils and abuses of the ownership
of property that have for the past 50 years dictated the
course of legislation at the expense of human welfare? The
courts apparently will not or cannot recognize the changing
social needs of the United States.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

851

To determine whether or not those of us who deny the
power of the Court to nullify acts of Congress are radical
and opposed to the Constitution, let us, for a moment, review
the expressions of our great American statesmen of the past.

The Constitutional Convention held in 1787 three times
refused o adopt a resolution that would have granted to the
Supreme Court the right to declare acts of Congress void or
unconstitutional. (See Reports of Federal Convention, by
James Madison, pp. 51, 406407, and 475.) The last state-
ment on this subject in said record, at page 475, written by
Madison himself, reads:

It was generally supposed that the jurisdiction given (Supreme
Court) was constructively limited to cases of a judicial nature.

It was further argued by Madison and others that the
Constitution did not grant the right to such Court to declare
acts of Congress void. In discussing this question, James
Madison said: ]

I beg to know upon what principle it can be contended that
any one department draws from the Constitution greater powers
than another in marking out the limits of the powers of the several
departments. Nothing has yet been offered to invalidate the doc-
trine that the meaning of the Constitution may as well be ascer-
talned by the legislative as by the judicial authority.

Thomas Jefferson, in wrifing to Mrs. Adams on September
11, 1804, wrote:

The opinion which gives to the judges the right to decide what
laws are constitutional and what not, not only for themselves in
their own sphere of action but for the legislature and executive
also in their spheres, would make the judiciary a despotic branch.

In a letter written by Jefferson to Mr. Johnson on June 12,
1823, discussing this same question, he stated:

There must be an ultimate arbiter somewhere. True there must:
but does that prove it is either the Congress or the Supreme Court?
The ultimate arbiter is the people of the Union, assembled by their
deputies in convention at the call of Congress or of two-thirds of
the States.

Charles Pinckney, one of the signers of the Constitution,
says in discussing this subject:

On no subject am I more convinced that it is an unsafe and
dangerous doctrine in a republic ever to suppose that a judge ought
to possess the right of questioning or deciding upon the constitu-
tionality of laws or any act of legislature. It is placing the opinion
of an individual, or of two or three, above that of both branches of
Congress, a doctrine which is not warranted by the Constitution,
and will not, I hope, long have any advocates in this country.

President Jackson, in discussing McCullough against Mary-
land and of Osborn against United States Bank, in a message
to Congress said:

The Congress, the Executive, and the Court must each for itself
be guided by its own opinion of the Constitution. Each public
officer who takes an oath to support the Constitution swears he

will support it as he understands it and not as it is understood by
others.

It is as much the duty of the House of Representatives or
the Senate and of the President to decide upon the consti-
tutionality of any bill or resolution which may be presented
to them for passage or approval as it is of the Supreme
Court when it may be brought before them for judicial deci-
sion. The opinion of the Judges has no more authority over
Congress than the opinion of Congress has over the Judges.
The authority of the Supreme Court must not, therefore,
be permitted to control the Congress or the Executives
when acting in their legislative capacities.

Abraham Lincoln, in his first inaugural address as Presi-
dent of the United States, said:

The candid citizen must confess that if the policy of the Gov-
ernment, upon vital questions affecting the whole people, is to be
Irrevocably fixed by decisions of the Supreme Court the instant
they are made, the people will have ceased to be their own rulers,

having to that extent practically resigned their Government into
the hands of that eminent tribunal.

Justice Clark, of the Supreme Court, in discussing this
question in the Ninth American Bar Association Journal,
October 1923, page 691, said:

It 1s no new suggestion that if the Court would give real and
sympathetic effect to this rule by declining to hold a statute
unconstitutional whenever several of the Justices conclude that
it is valid—by conceding that two or more being of such opinion
in any case must necessarily raise a “rational doubt"—an end
would be made of five to four constitutional decisions, and great
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benefit would result to our country and to the Court. To volun-
tarily impose upon itself such a restraint as this would add
greatly to the confidence of the people in the Court and would
very certainly increase its power for high service to the country.
Anyone at all acquainted with the temper of the people in this
grave matter must fear if the rule is not observed in some such
manner a greater restraint may be imposed upon the Court by
Co or by the people, probably to the serious detriment of
the Nation.

Of course, I am aware that the courts and many in the
legal profession contend that the courts have an inherent
right to declare acts of the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment void as a professional dogma or a matfer of faith
rather than reason. But may I not observe that while this
right in question has long been claimed by the judiciary, no
judge has ventured to discuss it, except Chief Justice Mar-
shall in the Marberry case, and if the argument of such a
distinguished jurist is found to be inconclusive and incon-
vincing, it must be attributed to the weakness of his posi-
tion and not to his ability.

The Constitution is a collection of fundamental laws, not
to be departed from in practice, nor altered by judicial de-
cisions. Therefore, if the courts assert this right, instead of
resting on the claim that it has been universally assumed by
the American courts, they ought to be prepared to maintain
it on the principles of the Constitution.

I, therefore, maintain that in this country the powers of
the judiciary are divisible into those that are political and
those that are civil.

The political powers of the judiciary are extraordinary
and are derived from certain peculiar provisions in the Con-
stitution, from the common fountain of all political power.

On the other hand, its civil powers are its ordinary powers,
existing independently of any grant in the Constitution. But
where government exists by virtue of a written constitution,
the judiciary does not derive from that circumstance any
other than its ordinary and appropriate powers.

Our judiciary is constructed upon the principles of the
common law. In adopting the common law, we take it with
just such powers and capacities incident to it, at the com-
mon law, except where there have been express changes
made by our Constitution and enacted law. With us, the
people, through their Constitution, have seen fit to clothe
Congress with sovereignty and power, to pass and enact
laws, and denied this right to other branches of the Gov-
ernment.

It must be conceded, then, that the ordinary and essential
powers of the judiciary do not extend to the annulling of
an act of Congress. Nor does it follow, because the Consti-
tution did not invest this power in any department of our
Government, that it belongs to the judiciary, and I take it
that this power could not rest in the judiciary without pro-
ducing a direct authority for it in the Constitution, either
in terms or by the strongest implication from the nature of
our Government, without which this power must be con-
sidered as reserved for the immediate use of the people.

The Constitution contains no practical rules for the ad-
ministration of law by the courts, these being furnished by
the acts of ordinary legislation enacted by Congress, who
are exclusively, with the President, the representatives of
the people.

The Constitution and the right of Congress to pass a cer-
tain act may be in collision, but is that a legitimate subject
for judicial determination? If it is, the judiciary must be
a peculiar organ to revise the proceedings of Congress and
to correct its mistakes. And where, oh where, are we to
look for this proud prerogative in the Constitution?

Viewing it from the other angle, what would be thought
of an act of Congress declaring that the Supreme Court had
put the wrong construction on the Constitution in the
N. R. A. case, and that the judgment ought to be reversed?

I can hear now the howls of usurpation of judicial power.

The passage of an act of Congress is an act of sovereignty,
and sovereignty and legislative power are said by Blackstone
to be convertible terms.

It is the business of the judiciary fo interpret the laws
and not to scan the authority of the lawgiver. If the judici-
ary has the power to inquire into anything other than the
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form of enactment, where shall it stop? There certainly
must be some limitation to such an inquiry. Those who
claim this right for the judiciary, claim the legislative
branch has no right of legislation, unless specifically granted
by the Constitution. Therefore, if the authority to pass
certain legislation is not found in the Constitution, such
acts are not the acts of the people, but of the Congressmen
themselves. But this is putting the argument on bold
ground; to say that a high public representative of the
people themselves shall challenge no more respect in the
passage of legislation than a private individual must be
rejected by every fair mind.

The further argument is made that when the Supreme
Court holds an act of Congress void, it must acquiesce, al-
though it may think the construction of the judiciary is
wrong. But why must it acquiesce? Only because it is
bound to show proper respect to the Supreme Court, which
it in turn has a right to exact from the Supreme Court.,
This is the argument.

Buf it cannot be contended that the Congress has not,
at least, an equal right with the judiciary to place a con-
struction on the Constitution, nor can it be said that either
are infallible, nor that either ought to surrender its judg-
ment to the other. Certainly the framers of our Govern-
ment never intended that the legislative and judiciary
branches of our Government should ever clash upon the
construction of our Constitution, yet we know this has
occurred time and again during the history of our country.

‘What I am trying to say is that the judiciary, if at all
possible, shculd yield to the acts of Congress the same
respect that is claimed for the acts of the judiciary.

The great number of cases that have been decided by the
Court by a decision of 5 to 4 clearly illustrates that repug-
nancy to the Constitution is not always self-evident, and
that fo avoid them requires the act of some tribunal com-
petent, under the Constitution—if any such there be—to
pass upon their validity.

The judiciary was not created by the fathers of the Con-
stitution for that purpose. But in theory all the organs of
Government were to have equal capacity, or if not equal,
each was supposed to have superior power only for those
things which peculiarly belong to it, and as legislation
peculiarly involves the consideration of those limitations
which are put on the lawmaking power, and the interpreta-
tion of laws, when made, involves only the construction of
the laws themselves, it follows that the construction, in this
particular, belongs to the Congress, which ought, therefore,
be taken to have superior capacity to judge the constitu-
tionality of its own acts.

The very definition of “law” which is said to be “A rule
of civil conduct prescribed by the supreme power in the
State”, shows the intrinsic superiority of the Congress.

It will be said the power of Congress also is limited by
prescribed rules. It is so. But it is the power of the people,
and sovereign as far as it extends.

The foundation of every argument of every advocate of
the judiciary to declare acts of Congress void rests upon the
oath taken by the judiciary upon entering their office.
Neither the oath of such officer nor his official duty contem-
plates an inquiry into the authority of Congress.

The fallacy of the argument that courts in approving acts
of Congress adopt them as their own leads some of us to
believe that this alone requires and compels the court to
pass upon the constitutionality of acts of Congress, whereas
the enactment of a law and the interpretation of it are not
concurrent acts, and as the judiciary is not required to con-
cur in the enactment, neither is it in the breach of the
Constitution which is the fault of Congress, and upon it the
responsibility rests.

The relief from such legislation rests entirely with the
people, and I firmly believe they would see to it that no law
would be permitted to stand or remain in our statutes that
was a flagrant violation of their Constitution.

DISSENTING OPINIONS OF THE SUFREME COURT

Being a lawyer who has practiced law continuously for the
past 35 years, I have been obsessed with the idea that judges




1936

and those who are learned in the law are probably betfer
qualified than any other citizen to determine whether or
not an act of Congress is derogatory to the Constitution.
But if you are a lawyer who has studied legislation adopted
by our Congress during the life of our Republic, you will be
compelled to confess that your researches of such legislation
have disclosed to you that no act was ever passed by Con-
gress with the open or avowed purpose of flaunting or cir-
cumventing the Constitution. But, on the contrary, every
such act was debated fully, and the majority who enacted
such legislation honestly believed that under the terms of
the Constitution the Congress was well within its rights and
undoubtedly was attempting to carry out the wishes of the
people.

And if you have studied the decisions of our Supreme
Court on this subject, you will be convinced that the Court
in setting aside such acts did not remove from your mind
reasonable doubt about the constitutionality of the acts.
But, on the contrary, the Court was so divided in opinion
that their decisions only added confusion to the doubt they
sought to remove.

Our Supreme Court has many times seriously divided its
councils upon passing on acts of Congress, and many great
members of the Court have charged it with undertaking to
usurp the power of legislation and were therefore them-
selves violating the Constitution and trespassing upon the
power of Congress to enact legislation as granted to it by
the people under the Constitution itself.

That we may understand the views of some of the great-
est of our Supreme Court Judges, I beg to cite and quote
from the following:

In the income-tax case known as Pollock v. Farmers Loan
& Trust Co. (157 U. S. 429; 158 U. S. 601), decided in 1895.
Justices Harlan, Brown, Jackson, and White dissented. In
dissenting, Justice Harlan argued:

That by reversing the earlier law and practice of the Govern-
ment the majority of the Court rendered it necessary to amend
the Constitution to secure principles of right, justice, and
equality in Federal taxation, and he insisted that policy and

economic consideration rather than law actuated the majority
in their conclusion.

Again, in the case of Connally v. Union Sewer Pipe Co. (184
U. 8. 540), decided in 1902, Justice McKenna dissenting from
the opinion of the Court, said:

Courts are not to determine, he thought, whether laws arbitrary,
oppressive, or capricious, indeed whether such combinations are
evils or bleaslngs. or to what extent either, is not a judicial in-
q * To consider their effect would take us from
legal pmblams to economic ones, and this demonstrates to my
mind how essentially any judgment or actlon based upon these
differences is legislative and cannot be reviewed by the judiciary.

Again, in Burton v. United Staies (202 U. 8. 344), de-
cided in 1906, Justices Brewer, White, and Peckham dis-
sented from the opinion of the Court and declared:

That the construction now given writes into the statute an
offense which Congress never placed there. It is a criminal case,

and in such a case, above all, judicial legislation is to be
deprecated.

In the case of Weems v. United States (217 U, S. 349),
decided in 1910, Justice White, with the concurrence of
Justice Holmes, recorded a vigorous dissent:

They thought if legislation defining and punishing crime is
held repugnant to constitutional limitations it “seems to the
judicial mind not to have been sufficiently impelled by motives of
reformation of the criminal.”

The legislative power is impotent to control crime. Since
the decisions subjected to judicial control the degree of
severity with which authorized modes of punishment might
be inflicted, it seemed to the minority:

That the demonstration is conclusive that nothing will be left
of the independent legislative power to punish and define crime.

The direct result of the decisions, it was maintained, was
to expand the judicial power by endowing it with a vast
authority to control the legislative department in the exercise
of its rightful discretion.
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In the case of Lochner v. New York (198 U. S. 45), decided
in 1905, Justices Harlan, White, Day, and Holmes dissented.
Justice Harlan, writing the dissenting opinion declared:

It is not the province of the Court to inquire, under our system
of government, whether or not this be wise legislation. The courts
are not concerned with the wisdom or policy of legislation. We
do not regard it as within the function of the Court to determine
what is sound economic theory in the realm of labor legislation.

Justice Holmes prepared a separate dissenting opinion, in
which he declared:

This case is decided upon an economic theory, which a large
part of the country does not entertain. If it were a question
whether I agreed with that theory, I should desire to study it
further and long before making up my mind. But I do not con-
ceive that to be my duty, because I strongly believe that my
agreement or disagreement has nothing to do with the right
of a majority to embody their opinions in law.

Again, in the case of Employers’ Liabilily Cases (207 U. 8.
463), decided in 1908, Justices Moody, Harlan, McKenna, and
Holmes dissented from the judgment of the Court. Justice
Moody, in the course of his dissenting opinion, said:

The Court has never exercised the mighty power of declaring
the acts of a coordinate branch of the Government vold, except
where there is no possible and sensible construction of the act
which is consistent with the fundamental organic law. The pre-
sumption that other branches of the Government will restrain
themselves within the scope of their authority and the respect
which is due to them and their acts admit of no other attitude
from this Court. * * * But the economic opinion of the judges
and their views of the requirements of justice and public policy,
even when crystallized into well-settled doctrines of law, have no
constitutional sanctity. They are binding upon succeeding judges,
but while they may influence, they cannot control legislators.
Legislators have their own economic theories, their views of justice
and public policy, and their views when embodied in written law
must prevail.

In the case of the Standard Oil Co. v. United States (221
U. 8. 1), decided in 1911, dissenting in part from the reason-
ing of the majority, Justice Harlan claimed—

That the Court, by its decisions, when interpreted by the lan-
guage of its opinion, has not only upset the long unsettled in-
terpretation of the Sherman Antitrust Act, but has the
cons:ltuttonal functions of the legislative branch of the Govern-
men

Continuing further, he said:

I am impelled to say that there is abroad in our land a most
harmful tendency to bring about the amending of constitutions
and legislative enactments by means alone of judicial construc-
tion.

In the case of Burns Baking Co. v. Bryan (264 U. S. 504),
decided in 1923, Justice Brandeis, dissenting, said:

That the Court had decided as a fact that the prohibition of
excess weights is not necessary for the protection of the pur-
chasers imposition and fraud by short weights; that the
law subjected bakers and sellers of bread to heavy burdens.

Continuing, he said:

In my opinion, this is an exercise of the powers of a super-
legislature, not the performance of the constitutional function of
judicial review,

In the case of Hammer v. Dagenhart (247 U. 8. 251), de-
cided in 1918, Justices Holmes, McKenna, Brandeis, and
Clark dissented and said:

We should have thought that the most conspicuous decisions
of this Court has made it clear that the power to regulate com-
merce and other constitutional powers could not be cut down or
qualified by the fact that it might interfere with the carrying out
of the domestic policy of any State. The act does not meddle
with anything belonging to the States. They may regulate their
internal affairs and their domestic commerce as they like, but
when they seek to send their products across the State line they
are no longer within their rights.

In the case of Adkins v. Children’s Hospital (261 U. S. 525),
decided in 1923, Chief Justice Taft and Justices Sanford and
Holmes dissented. In dissenting, Chief Justice Taft said:

It is not the function of this Court to hold congressional acts
invalid simply because they are passed to carry out economic views
which the Court believes to be unwise or unsound.

Justice Holmes, in dissenting, said:

I confess that I do not understand the principle on which the
power to fix a minimum for the wages of women can be denied by




those who admit the power to fix a maximum for their hours of

work. (Hours of work for women in the District of Columbia had
previously been upheld by the Court.)

The very latest criticism of the Court by its own members
relative to its tendency to pass upon questions of policy
rather than law is the case of the United States of America
against Gus L. Constantine, which was decided at the Octo-
ber term of Court, 1935, and is not yet in print. In this case
Justices Cardozo, Brandeis, and Stone dissented, and in dis-
senting in this case Justice Cardozo expressed the following:

If I interpret the reasoning aright, it does not rest upon the
ruling that Congress would have gone beyond its power, if the
purpose that it professed was the purpose truly cherished. The
judgment of the Court rests upon the ruling that another pur-
pose, not professed, may be read beneath the surface, and by the
purpose so imputed, the statute is destroyed. Thus the progress of
psychoanalysis has spread to unaccustomed fields. There is a
wise and ancient doctrine that a court will not inquire into the
motives of a legislative body or assume them to be wrongful.
(Fletcher v. Peck, 6 Cranch 87) (Magnana Co. v. Hamilton, 292
U. 8. 40). There is another wise and ancient doctrine that a
court will not adjudge the invalidity of a statute except for mani-
Iest necessity. Every reasonable doubt must have been explored

and extinguished before moving to that grave conclusion. (Ogden
V. Saunders, 12 Wheat. 213.) The warning sounded by this Court
in the Sinking Fund Cases (99 U. 8. T00) has lest none of its
ce. Every presumption is in favor of the validity of a
statute, and this continues until the contrary is shown beyond a
rational doubt. One branch of the Government cannot encroach
on the domain of another without danger. The safety of our
institutions depends in no small degree on a strict observance of
this salutary rule. I cannot rid myself of the conviction that in
the imputation to the lawmakers of a purpose not professed, this
salutary rule of caution is now forgotten or neglected after all
the many protestations of its cogency and virtue.

It is often said that our Government is divided into three
branches—the executive, legislative, and judicial. This is
only partly true, since the Court has arrogated to itself the
power to override acts of Congress. But the right of the
people to grant specifically such powers of Congress, as may
now be in doubt, cannot be denied.

The Fort Sumter of 1936 is clearly the massive building
where the judges hold sway, and not the Halls of Congress.
If any man doubts this statement, let him read the dissent-
ing opinion of the three dissenting Judges, Justices Stone,
Brandeis, and Cardozo, in the A. A. A. case, where they
said:

The majority opinion hardly rises to the dignity of argument,
and must lead to absurd consequences. And that acceptance of
the theory that “preservation of our institutions is the exclusive
concern of any one of the three branches of government”, is far
more likely to destroy the Union than the frank recognition that
language, even of a constitution, may mean what it says, and that
the power to tax and to spend includes the power to relleve a
Nation-wide economic maladjustment by conditional gifts of
money.

It is my belief that no act of Congress should be set aside
by our courts unless the Court can by unanimous decisions
declare that the enactment is a violation of the Constitution.
This would remove doubt and add great weight to the de-
cisions of our courts and allay the suspicion of our people
that the Court has set itself up as a superlegislative body.

I desire to quote from the decision of Chief Justice Mar-
shall in the original case of our Supreme Court, where it de-
cided for the first time the power of Congress to enact legis-
lation under the commerce clause of our Constitution (Gib-
bons v. Ogden, 9 Wheat. 1), where he said: _

The wisdom and the discretion of Congress, their identity with
the people, and the influence which their constituents possess
at elections are in this, as in many other instances as that, for
example, of declaring war, the sole restraints on which they have
relied to secure them from its abuse, They are the restraints on
which the people must often rely solely in all representative
governments.

BILL TO LIMIT JURISDICTION OF SUPREME COURT

The first thought or reaction of those who oppose the Su-
preme Court's tendency to veto statutes enacted by Congress
is to exclaim: Let us amend the Constitution. But why
resort to this possible but unlikely remedy that would be
drawn out for years with long-fought and destructive agi-
tation if the same purpose can be accomplished by a mere
simple act of Congress? With this thought in mind, I
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}gntroduced on May 14, 1935, H. R. 8054, which provides as
OWS:

(1) That the inferior courts of the United States and the
courts of the District of Columbia and the Territories of the
United States shall have no jurisdiction to declare any act
of Congress unconstitutional. Any question arising upon an
attack against any act of Congress, upon the ground that
same is unconstitutional and void, raised in any of said
courts shall, by the presiding judge thereof, be certified to
the Supreme Court of the United States and further pro-
ceedings in the case stayed until such question shall have
been decided and the decision certified back. The forms of
the certificates of such questions, as well as the time and
manner of the hearing and notice thereof and the portion
of the record to be sent up, shall be as prescribed by the
Supreme Court. Enftry of such certificate or the fact that
it has been made, upon the record of the case in the trial
court, shall be sufficient notice to the parties that the ques-
tions involved are on application for hearing and determina-
tion by the appellate court. Attested copies of the portions
of the record of the case or cause necessary to a determina-
tion of the questions so certified shall forthwith be presented
to the Supreme Court, together with the question certified;
and, secondly, that

In all cases now pending, or which may hereafter be
pending, in the Supreme Court of the United States, except
cases affecting ambassadors or other public ministers and
consuls, and those in which a State shall be a party, where
is drawn in question an act of Congress or statute of a State
on the ground of repugnancy to the Constitution of the
United States, at least seven members of the Court shall
concur before judgment shall be pronounced or rendered
declaring said law or laws unconstitutional and void.

ARGUMENT FOR EILL OF LIMITATION

Has the Congress of the United States the power to pass
any law requiring a certain number of the Judges of the
Supreme Court to concur before they can declare any act
of Congress unconstitutional?

The Constitution of the United States provides:

In all cases affecting ambassadors, other public ministers, and
consuls, and those in which a State shall be a party, the Supreme
Court shall have original jurisdiction. In all other cases before
mentioned the Bupreme Court shall have appellate jurisdiction,
both as to fact and law, with such exceptions and under such
regulations as the Congress shall make.

The Supreme Court, in passing upon this provision of our
Constitution, has declared in Exz parte McCardle (7 Wallace,
74 U. 8. 506), as follows:

We are not at liberty to inquire into the motives of the legis-
lature. We can only examine into its power under the Constitu-
tion; and the power to make exceptions to the appellate jurisdic-
tion of this Court is given by express words. It is quite clear,
therefore, that this Court cannot to pronounce judgment
in this case, for it has no longer jurisdiction of the appeal.-

I believe that under the provisions of the Constitution
Congress has the power to prescribe the number of Judges
which shall concur before a statute shall be declared uncon-
stitutional. From the earliest days of the Republic, Congress
has determined not only the number of Justices but also the
number which shall constitute a quorum. The act of 1789
contained such a provision, and that provision is still in the
law, providing that six Justices shall constitute a quorum.
Congress has further provided for the Court’s adjournment
in case of no quorum. It has given to less than a quorum
the power to make necessary orders touching a pending case.

The judicial power of the United States is vested in one
Supreme Court and such inferior courts as the Congress may
create. That judicial power, it will be readily conceded,
cannot be invaded by the legislative branch of the Govern-
ment; but there is a line which separates the appellate
jurisdiction of the Court under proper regulations of Con-
gress where legislation cannot be termed an unwarranted
invasion of such judicial power.

Did Congress invade the “judicial power” when it declared
the number of Justices required to constitute a quorum? I
think not. Is it invading the “judicial power” when it pro-
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vides by law that less than a quorum shall be authorized to
do certain things? I believe not.

Is the power to grant certain writs, as provided by statute,
by one member of the Court alone an invasion of the “judi-
cial power”? I cannot believe it is. And if these congres-
sional acts were not invasions upon the power of the Court,
surely regulations touching the appellate jurisdiction, before
an act of Congress can be declared void, at least by seven
Judges, cannot by the widest stretch of the imagination be
declared an invasion of the “judicial power.”

I feel that Congress has the power; and if Congress has
the power, it is perfectly clear that it should use it. For
unless we do make some such provision, we shall probably
have to meet the situation after it becomes vastly more
serious.

To establish rules and regulations to govern the courts in
determining how they shall act in deciding upon the con-
stitutionality of an act of Congress does not deny the
Supreme Court the right to pass upon the validity of such
acts. Those who claim this jurisdiction for the Supreme
Court base such claim upon article 3 of the Constitution,
that “the judicial power shall extend to all cases in law and
equity arising under the Constitution.” To base jurisdiction
on this article would require such advocate to admit that
Congress is vested with the right to control such action of
the Court in the manner and form of arriving at such
decision, because the same section further reads, “with such
exceptions and under such regulations as the Congress shall
make.”

This proposed course is not a new proposition. It is a
subject which has had consideration from almost the begin-
ning of our Government by some of our greatest statesmen.

In 1823 a resolution was introduced in Congress propos-
ing to require the concurrence of seven Judges in any
opinion concerning the validity of State or Federal legis-
lation.

In 1824 there were several similar proposals. A bill was
reported by Martin Van Buren, requiring the concurrence
of 7 Judges out of 10, and requiring each Judge to make
record of his separate opinion. In 1824 a Member from
Kentucky introduced a resolution requiring that a certain
number of Judges should concur before the Court should hold
a State statute unconstitutional. Henry Clay and Daniel
Webster took part in the debate, but so far as I can learn
from these debates, no question of the constitutionality of
the proposal was raised. The debate seemed to indicate that
both of these great statesmen acknowledge the subject to be
within the power of Congress, and the debates deal with it
solely as a question of policy.

The 5-to-4 decisions of our Supreme Court upon great
constitutional questions are always a matter of deep regret,
and I imagine that no one feels the responsibility more
deeply than the members of our Supreme Court.

These decisions seem to breed and justify a disrespect for
the decisions of this great tribunal. They give rise to more
criticism of the Court than any one thing which I am able
to recall.

When a measure has passed both Houses of Congress and
received the approval of the President, it seems unreason-
able that such a measure should be rejected by a decision
in which no more than five of the nine Judges concur.

In the final analysis it comes to the proposition that one
Judge has not only the veto power over the acts of Congress
but the veto power over the President when he assented to
the measure in question.

When Chief Justice Marshall for the first time after 14
years of government disregarded the three negative votes in
the Constitutional Convention denying to his Court the
right to decree acts of Congress void, declared the Supreme
Court has the power to so act and gave this warning:

We must never forget that it is a Constitution we are expanding,
a Constitution intended to endure for ages to come, consequently
to be adapted to the various crises of human affairs.

I am afraid this sound advice to those who act in the
judiciary capacity has not always been remembered by the
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inferior courts when they declare an act of Congress uncon-
stitutional.

Such actions of our inferior courts have grown to be
ridiculous in the United States, and have not only brought
the judiciary into disrepute but have placed the whole bar
and legal profession of the country in the position of always
acting as “cat’s-paws” for those who seek to defeat the will
of the people. :

Such decisions are mere vetoes; vetoes exercised by one
man. Such power, I submit, should not be exercised by one
Judge of the Supreme Court. The Constitution does not
grant or authorize it. Then why should the people and its
legislature permit this Court to exercise this veto power
over laws passed by the Congress and signed by its
President?

Such power, exercised at will by one man, not only de-
stroys the will of the majority but makes our Government
impotent to legislate and care for the general welfare of
the people.

Surely if any court should have the right to decide ques-
tions that are so far-reaching to the general welfare of our
counfry and the preservation of its liberties, it should only
gﬁaﬁ one great Court—the Supreme Court of the United

It was certainly never intended by the founders of our
Government that every inferior court of the land, including
even justices of the peace, should have the right to declare
that an act of the highest legislative body in the land, the
Congress of the United States, should be declared unconsti-
tutional, and by injunction or otherwise set aside or hold
up the operation of such laws in the community in which
they live.

There is no more outstanding fact in the history of the
Constitutional Convention than the fact that three times
this Convention refused even to grant this power to the
Supreme Court of the United States.

The 5-to-4 decisions of our highest Court in the land sound
to the average citizen like the betting odds at a horse race,
and, in fact, they leave the American mind in doubt just what
is or should be the law. Such decisions only shake the
confidence of the people in the judgment of this great
tribune.

The Court itself has said that in construing a law to deter-
mine whether or not it violates the Constitution every doubt
must be construed in favor of such law, and yet the Court
in its 5-fo-4 decisions violates this rule of construction
that was laid down by it, creating doubt in the minds of the
general public that someone must be wrong when only one
man out of nine can sway such grave decisions that are so
far-reaching in effect upon the life and the happiness of
the American people.

The people in America will never be satisfied with the de-
cisions of their courts until they, by their decisions and
decrees, recognize that the Constitution was written by the
founders of this Government to expand and extend the
human rights of man, and that in any conflict between the
welfare of mankind and man's right to own, possess, and
control property the Constitution must be held by our courts
to be the Bill of Rights of the American people that the
fathers of this Government intended, and that it can and
will protect the people, even to the release of vested interests
in property rights, if need be.

But so long as man is mere man, and some of us believe
that the rights of man should come first in the passage of
laws, first in the balance of the scales of justice, and others
of us believe that the right to own and possess property
should be the first consideration, then we will continue to
have these 5-to-4 decisions, depending wholly upon the
thoughts, habits, environments, and conscience of the men
who are so called upon to decide.

In declaring any act of Congress unconstitutional the
Supreme Court should be required to render such decision
in a manner that would clearly impress the American peo-
ple, free from all reasonable doubt, bias, and caprice. The
Court should be required to comport with its own rule, laid
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down for determination of constitutional questions, and re-
solve all doubts in favor of the acts of Congress. Such
decisions by the Court should be unanimous or by such a
preponderance of the Court, so that no reason for doubt of
the correctness and fairness of the decision could be left
in the minds of the average citizen.

For this reason I have introduced this bill. I believe that
_its passage will bring back and restore to this great Court
the confidence and respect of the American people. It
will instill in the people of our country love for its institu-
tions and grant an assurance that the will of the people
will be safeguarded against those who stand against progress
and a new day.

CITATIONS OF SUPREME COURT DECISIONS

Before closing I desire to cite the very able and admirable
brief of Joseph L. Levinson of the Los Angeles (Calif.) bar,
that is replete with citations of our courts fully upholding
and sustaining the authority of Congress to enact such legis-
lation as I have heretofore proposed:

During the last 5 months of its late term, the Court
declared four Federal statutes and one joint resolution of Con-

unconstitutional: Panama Refining Co. v. Ryan (Jan. T,
1935) (293 U. S. 388); Perry v. United States (Feb. 18, 1935) (204
U. 8. 330): Railroad Retirement Board v. Alton Railroad Co. (May
6, 1935) (55 Sup. Ct. 758); A. L. A. Schecter Pouliry Corporation v.
United States (May 27, 1935) (55 Sup. Ct. 837); Louisville, eic.
Bank v. Radford (May 27, 1935) (55 Sup. Ct. 854).

This rate of mortality is without parallel in our history.
During the first 75 years but 2 national laws were held
unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, and by the end of
1934 the number did not exceed 60. (See Warren, Congress,
the Constitution, and the Supreme Court (1930), pp. 273-
301, compiling 53 decisions from 1789 to June 1924.)

Small wonder that since the recent cases suggestions for
constitutional amendments have come from both Members
of Congress and the President.

Constitutional amendment is, of course, possible, but un-
likely without long agitation and the lapse of years.

I

Meanwhile, is there anything Congress can do to limit
judicial review?

The answer to this question may be gathered from an
examination of sections 1 and 2 of article IIT of the Consti-
tution:

SecrioN 1. The judicial power of the United States shall be
vested in one Supreme Court, and in such inferior courts as the
Congress may from time to time ordain and establish * * *.

Sec. 2. * * * In all cases affecting ambassadors, other pub-
lic ministers and consuls, and those in which a State shall be
party, the Supreme Court shall have original jurisdiction. In
all the other cases * * * the Supreme Court shall have ap-
pellate jurisdiction, both as to law and fact, with such exceptions,
and under such regulations as the Congress shall make, * * *

It is well settled that the inferior Federal courts are de-
pendent upon Congress for their existence and the powers
they exercise. (Gillis v. California (1934) (293 U. 8. 62).)
Once in our early history Congress abolished the inferior
Federal courts altogether (Warren, the Supreme Courf in
the United States History (1922), pp. 204-209), and in our
own time Congress abolished the United States circuit
courts. (36 Stat. (1911) 1167.) Congress frequently has
limited the jurisdiction of the inferior Federal courts.
Since 1867 the inferior Federal courts have been prohibited
from enjoining the assessment or collection of a Federal
tax. (14 Stat. (1867) 475, 26 U. 8. C. (1926), sec. 154.)
For 25 years district courts have been prohibited, except by
a specially constituted court of three judges, from enjoining
the action of the Interstate Commerce Commission or of
State officers, under State statutes, claimed to be violative
of the Federal Constitution. (36 Stat. 1910) 557, amended
36 Stat. (1911) 1162, 37 Stat. (1913) 1013; 43 Stat. (1925)
938, 28 U. S. C. (1926), sec. 380.) And a little more than a
year ago Congress passed a statute depriving the United
States district courts of jurisdiction under certain circum-
stances to restrain the enforcement of the orders of State
or local utilities commissions under the due-process clause
of the Constitution of the United States. (28 U. 8. C. (1934),
sec. 41, as amended, 48 Stat. (1934) 775.)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 22

The powers of Congress, under sections 1 and 2 of article
II1, relative to the inferior Federal courts and the status of
those courts, are made plain in the following passage from
Kline v. Burke Construction Co. (1822) (260 U. S. 226, 234),
decided in 1922:

Only the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court is derived directly
from the Constitution. Every other court created by the General
Government derives its jurisdiction wholly from the authority
of Congress. That body may give, withhold, or restrict such juris-
diction at its discretion, provided it be not extended beyond the
boundaries fixed by the Constitution. [Citing cases.] The Con-
stitution simply gives to the inferior courts the capacity to take
jurisdiction in the enumerated cases, but it requires an act of
Congress to confer it. [Citing case.] And the jurisdiction, hav-
ing been conferred, may, at the will of Congress, be taken away in
whole or in part; and if withdrawn without a saving clause, all
pending cases, though cognizable when commenced, must fall,
[Citing case.] A right which thus comes into existence only by
virtue of an act of Congress, and which may be withdrawn by an
act of after its exercise has begun, cannot well be de-
scribed as a constitutional right. (See Gillis v. California, supra,
note 3; United States v. Mar Ying Yuen (W. D. Tex. 1903), 123
Fed. 159; Mississippi Power & Light Co. v. City of Jackson (S. D.
Miss. 1935), 9 Fed. Supp. 564.)

Turning to the appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court,
and the power of Congress to make “exceptions” and “regu-
lations” under section 2 of article ITT of the Constitution.

In Wiscart v. Dauchy (1796) (3 Dall. (3 U. 8.) 321, 327),
decided in 1796, Chief Justice Ellsworth, speaking for the
majority of the Court, said:

If Congress has provided no rule to regulate our proceedings, we
cannot exercise an appellate jurisdiction; and if the rule is pro-
vided, we cannot depart from it. The question, therefore, on the
constitutional point of an appellate jurisdiction is simply whether
Congress has established any rule for regulating its exercise.

Referring to this generalization the Court said in Duncan
V. The “Francis Wright” (1882) (105 U. S. 381, 385), decided
in 1882:

This was the beginning of the rule, which has always been acted
on since, that while the appellate power of this Court under the
Constitution extends to all cases within the judicial power of the

United States, actual jurisdiction under the power is confined
within such limits as Congress sees fit to prescribe.

The later cases are to the same effect.

In American Construction Co. v. Jacksonville, eic., Rail-
way Co. (1893) (148 U. 8. 372, 378), after referring to the
constitutional provisions, the Supreme Court said:

This Court, therefore, as it has always held, can exercise no
appellate jurisdiction except in the cases and in the manner and
form defined and prescribed by Congress.

In St. Louis, ete., Co. v. Taylor (1808), 210 U. S. 281, 292
(see Murdock v. Mayor of Memphis (1875) 20 Wall. (87
U. 8.) 590; Colorado Cent. Min. Co. v. Turck (1893), 150
U. 8. 138; Laurel Oil & Gas Co. v. Morrison (1909), 212
U. 8. 291; 1 Cooley, Constitutional Limitations (8th ed.
1927), p. 68, the Court said:

Congress has regulated and limited the appellate jurisdiction
of this Court over the State courts by section 709 of the Revised
Statutes, and our jurisdiction in this respect extends only to the
cases there enumerated, even though a wider jurisdiction might
be permitted by the constitutional grant of power.

It should also be observed, as stated in Luckenbach Steam-
ship Co. v. United States (1926), 272 U. S. 533, 536:

* ¢ + that an appellate review is not essential to due process
of law, but is matter of grace.

In the leading case of Duncan v. The “Francis Wright”,
supra, an act of Congress limiting review in admiralty
cases to questions of law was upheld, although section 2 of
article IIT provides that—

The judicial power shall extend * * *
miralty and maritime jurisdiction—

to all cases of ad-

The following is from the opinion:
The language of the Constitution is
ahn.l.lehsve appellate jurisdiction, both
such exceptions and under such
make.” Undoubtedly, if Congress

“The Supreme
as to law and fact,

miralty causes, and say no more,
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would be subjected to review and retrial; but the power to ex-
cept from—take out of—the jurisdiction, both as to law and
fact, clearly implies a power to limit the effect of an appeal to a
review of the law as applicable to facts finally determined below.
*# & s Authority to limit the jurisdiction necessarily carries
with it authority to limit the use of the jurisdiction. Not only
may whole classes of cases be kept out of the jurisdiction alto-
gether, but particular classes of questions may be subjected to
reexamination and review, while others are not. To our minds
it is no more unconstitutional to provide that issues of fact shall
not be retried in any case than that neither issues of law nor fact
shall be retried in cases where the value of the matter in dispute
is less than $5,000. The general power to regulate implies power
to regulate in all things (ibid. at 386).

The case of Ex parte McCardle (1868) 6 Wall. (73 U. 8.
318); (1869) 7 Wall. (74 U. S. 506); was one of the most
extraordinary in the history of the Court. The case first
came before the Court in 1868 on motion to dismiss an
appeal in habeas corpus for want of jurisdiction. The mo-
tion was denied. The case again came before the Court in
1868, after it had been argued on the merits and submitted,
upon the suggestion of counsel that subsequent to the time
the case had been taken under advisement, the act of 1867
authorizing the appeal had been repealed. It was well
known that Congress had repealed the act of 1867, fearing
that in the pending case the Supreme Court would declare
the reconstruction acts unconstitutional. (Warren, the
Supreme Court in the United States History (1922) pp. 187,
195-210). In 1869 the appeal was ordered dismissed for
want of jurisdiction.

The following is from the opinion:

We are not at liberty to inquire into the motives of the Legis-
lature. We can only examine into its power under the Con-
stitution; and the power to make exceptions to the appellate
jurisdiction of this Court is given by express words.

L] L L ] L] * L] -

It is quite clear, therefore, that this Court cannot proceed to
pronounce judgment in this case, for it has no longer jurisdic-
tion of the appeal; and judicial duty is mot less fitly performed
by declining ungranted jurisdiction than in exercising firmly that
which the Constitution and the laws confer.

Ex parte McCardle (supra, at 514, 515), commenting on
the McCardle case in Ex parte Yerger ((1869), 8 Wall. (75
U. 8.) 85, 104)—

The effect of the act was to oust the Court of its jurisdiction
of the particular case then before it on appeal, and it is not
to be doubted that such was the effect intended. Nor will it
be questioned that legislation of this character is unusual and

¥ to be justified except upon some imperious public exigency.
It was, doubtless, within the constitutional discretion of Congress
to determine whether such an exigency existed.

Returning to the question put above, viz: “Is there any-
thing Congress can do to limit judicial review?” The
answer is: “Yes; there is a great deal Congress can do to
limit judicial review.”

Congress can, unquestionably, prevent judicial review by
the Federal courts altogether by abolishing the inferior
Federal courts and repealing the laws dealing with the
appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. Congress can
also, unquestionably, provide that a national statute shall
not be declared unconstitutional by a district court made
up of a single judge; and Congress can also provide that
no district court, regardless of how it may be constituted,
shall enjoin the execution of national laws pending appeals
to the Supreme Court.

Can Congress, without taking away jurisdiction in large
classes of cases, withhold from the inferior courts the power
to pass on the constitutionality of national laws, and except
from the appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court the
right to hear and determine questions of law involving the
constitutionality of Federal statutes?

Can Congress require a concurrence of more than a bare
majority of the Justices of the Supreme Court to hold na-
tional laws unconstitutional under its appellate jurisdiction?

bid

Looking only at the language used by the Supreme Court,
it is arguable that Congress may withhold jurisdiction to
declare laws unconstitutional, without otherwise disturbing
the jurisdiction.

The “powers and duties” of the inferior Federal courts
“depend upon the acts which called them into existence or.
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subsequent, ones which extend or limit.” (Gillis v. California,
supra, at 66.)

Congm;g. “may give, withhold, or restrict” (Kline v. Burke
Construction Co., supra, note 9, at 234, 256 U. S. 688; 260
U. S. 226) the jurisdiction of those courts “at its discretion
* * * And the jurisdiction, having been conferred, may,
at the will of Congress, be taken away in whole or in part.”
(Ibid. at 234.)

The whole subject is remitted to the unfettered discretion of
g:en,}gress (Home Ins. Co. v. Dunn (1874), 19 Wall. (86 U, 8.) 214,

The Supreme Court “can exercise no appellate jurisdiction,
except in the cases, and in the manner and form, defined
and prescribed by Congress.” (American Construction Co.
v. Jacksonville, etc., Ry. Co., supra, note 13, p. 378.)

* * * actual jurisdiction under the power is confined within
such limits as Congress sees fit to prescribe (Duncan v. The
“Francis Wright”, supra, note 12, at 385.) "

Authority to limit the jurisdiction necessarily carries with it
authority to limit the use of the jurisdiction. Not only may whole
classes of cases be kept out of the jurisdiction altogether, but
particular classes of questions may be subjected to reexamination
and review, while others are not * * *, The general power to

?gaéuilate implies the power to regulate in all things. (Ibid. at

We are not at liberty to inquire into the motives of the Legis-
lature. Ez parie McCardle, supra note 20, at 514.)

Logically, the decision in Duncan v. The “Francis Wright ”,
supra, note 12, also lends some support to the proposition
that Congress may take away the jurisdiction to declare
national laws unconstitutional.

If Congress may except—“take out of—the jurisdiction to
decide questions of fact, why may it not except jurisdiction
to decide questions of law?

In Massachusetts v. Mellon (1923), 262 U. S. 447, 488, the
court said:

We have no power per se to review and annul acts of Congress
on the ground that they are unconstitutional. That question
may be considered only when the justification for some direct
injury suffered or threatened, presenting a justiciable issue, is
made to rest upon such an act. Then the power exercised is that
of ascertaining and declaring the law applicable to the controversy.
It amounts to little more than the negative power to disregard an
unconstitutional enactment, which otherwise would stand in the
way of the enforcement of a legal right * * *, If a case for
preventive relief be presented, the court enjoins, in effect, not the
execution of the statute, but the acts of the oficial, the statute
notwithstanding.

If Congress may except all questions of law, may it except
constitutional questions alone?

If such an exception be justified under section 2 of article
I, can it be said to undertake to impose an unconstitu-
tional condition? (See on unconstitutional conditions,
Terral v. Burke Cons. Co. (1922), 257 U. 8. 529; United States
v.C. M. Si. P. & P. R. Co. (1931), 282 U. 8. 311; Stephenson
v. Binford (1932), 287 U. S. 251; Hale, Force and the State:
A Comparison of “Political” and “Economic” Compulsion
(1935), 35 Col. L. Rev. 149.)

Assuming that Congress may not take away “the inherent
power of a court incident to a grant of jurisdiction” (Gillis v.
California, supra, note 3; see Ex parie Robinson (1874), 19
Wall. (86 U. 8. 505; Michaelson v. United States (1924), 266
U. S. 42), can it be said that the inferior Federal courts and
the Supreme Court could not function as courts without
jurisdiction to declare national laws unconstitutional?

First. For 150 years no English court has undertaken fo
exercise jurisdiction to review acts of the National Legisla-
ture. (See Plucknett, Bonham’s Case and Judicial Review
(1926), 40 Harv. L. Rev. 30.) In Lee v. Bude & Torrington
Junction Ry. (1871), L. R. 6 C. P, 576, 582, Mr. Justice Willes
said:

I would observe, as to these acts of Parliament, that they are the
law of this land; and we do not sit here as a court of appeal from
Parliament, It was once sald—I think, in Hobart (1)—that, if an
act of Parliament were to create a man judge in his own case, the
Court might disregard it. That dictum, however, stands as a
warning, rather than an authority to be followed. We sit here
as servants of the Queen and the legislature. Are we to act as
regents over what is done by Parliament with the consent of

Queen, Lords, and Commons? I deny that any such authority
exists, * * * The proceedings here are judicial, not auto-




858

cratic, which they would be if we would make laws instead of
administering them.

Second. The Supreme Court declared but one act of Con-
gress unconstitutional during the 34 years that Marshall
was Chief Justice, and that act merely conferred original
jurisdiction in mandate on the Supreme Court and did not
relate to the appellate jurisdiction at all (Marbury v. Madi-
son (1903) 1 Cranch (5 U. 8., 137). The second case to
declare a national law unconstitutional—the Dred Scott
case, 1857, Nineteenth Howard, Sixty-fourth United States,
page 393—was not decided until 1857, and that case was
reversed by the decision at Appomattox. So, especially for
the first 70 years of our history the significant activity of
the Supreme Court in constitutional cases was in passing on
the constitutionality of State and local legislation—Mec-
Laughlin, A Constitutional History of the United States,
1935, pages 317, 318. Indeed, a conservative historian has
observed that the power to hold acts of Congress unconsti-
tutional “certainly appears of no supreme significance before
the civil rights cases in 1883.” (Ibid.)

Third. There is no express authority in the Constitution
for judicial review, and the argument in favor of the author-
ity by implication, as applied to national legislation, is far
from conclusive.

The argument for judicial review was formulated by Chief
Justice Marshall in 1803. (Marbury v. Madison, supra, note
34.) Briefly, Marshall’'s argument runs as follows:

The Constitution is the supreme law of the land; the judges are
sworn to observe it; when a statute comes before a court for en-
forcement, if, upon a comparison of the two writings, the statute

is found to conflict with the Constitution, the judges cannot con-
sistently with their oaths give effect to the statute,

It has been pointed out by distinguished commentators
that this argument avoids the only question really involved.
That question is, merely whether the right to decide rests
with Congress or the courts. (Thayer, Legal Essays (1908),
pp. 15, 16; McLaughlin, op. cit.,, supra note 36, at 309.)
Marshall’s argument fails to take into account that Con-
gress and the President, as well as the courts, are sworn to
support the Constitution, and it overemphasizes the duty of
the judges when called on to give effect to a statute which
is claimed to be unconstitutional.

What was Andrew Johnson to do when the Reconstruction Act
of 1867 had been passed over his veto by the constitutional ma-

jorit.y while his veto had gone on the express ground, still held
y him, that they were unconstitutional?

A.sks James Bradley Thayer—

He had sworn to support the Constitution. Should he execute
an enactment which was contrary to the Constitution, and so
void? Or should he say, as he did say, to the Court, through his
Attorney General, that “from the moment (these laws) were
passed over his veto, there was but one duty, in his estimation,
resting upon him, and that was faithfully to carry out and
execute these laws"? (Thayer, loc. cit. supra at 16 n.)

Marshall’s argument did not notice the distinction between
National and State legislation. (Ibid.; Elliott, The Need for
Constitutional Reform (1935) pp. 153-158.) In other coun-
tries having federal systems and written constitutions, acts
of the State legislatures may be declared ultra vires by the
courts as not in accordance with fundamental law, but in
practically no country in the world, other than the United
States, can a statute passed by the national legislature be
set aside by the courts. When a Federal court decides that
a State law contravenes the Constitution of the United
States, the decision merely implies national supremacy; but
when a court, whether it be the Supreme Court or a justice
court, declared a Federal law void, that means the judiciary
is supreme. “I do not think the United States would come
to an end if we lost our power to declare an act of Congress
void”, declared Justice Holmes, speaking in 1913, from the
vantage point of 10 years’' service on the Supreme Court.
“I do think the Union would be imperiled if we could not
make that declaration as to the laws of the several States.”
(Holmes Collected Legal Papers (1920), pp. 295, 296.)

Imx

An act of Congress requiring the concurrence of more than
a bare majority of the Justices of the Supreme Court to
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hold national laws unconstitutional, under its appellate
jurisdiction, would appear to provide for either an exception
to or a regulation of the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court,
and thus fall within the very language of section 2 of
article ITI. See Duncan v. The “Francis Wright” (supra note
12. Cf. Goodnow, Social Reform and the Constitution
(1911), p. 352; 1 Cooley, op. cit. supra note 14.) If anything,
the powers of Congress under sections 1 and 2 of article IIT
have been extended by construction. In addition to the
cases reviewed in the text, see Ex parie Bakelite Corp.
((1929) 279 U. S. 438).

Such an act of Congress would also appear to provide
for a reasonable exception or regulation, because it would
do no more than give legislative sanction to a rule of ad-
ministration which is an integral part of the doctrine of
judicial review.

It is settled by the decisions of the Supreme Court that
a statute is presumed to be constitutional and should not
be declared unconstitutional unless its unconstitutionality
is clear beyond all rational doubt. Can it be said that a
national statute is unconstitutional beyond all rational doubt
when Congress and the President (who equally with the
judges are sworn to support the Constitution) as well as
four distinguished Justices of the Supreme Courf declare
on their oaths that it is constitutional? Only lately the
Supreme Court has held that a question of general juris-
prudence was “balanced with doubt” merely because State
courts had disagreed (Mutual Life Insurance Co. v. Johnson
(1934) 293 U. S. 335). In Briscoe v. The Commonwealth
Bank ((1834) 8 Pet. (33 U. S.) 118), Chief Justice Marshall
said that it was the practice of the Court not to deliver judg-
ment in cases involving constitutional questions unless four
Judges (a majority of the Court) concurred; and two Judges
being absent, it was directed that the case be reargued the
following term. (See 1 Cooley, op. cit., supra, note 13, ab
p. 335.) In Oakley v. Aspinwall ((1850) 3 N. Y. 547, it
was held that notwithstanding the provision of the Consti-
tution declaring that the court of appeals should be com-
posed of eight judges, the legislature could enact that a
lesser number should constitute a quorum. It is an unvary-
ing rule of the Supreme Court of Georgia that cases should
be decided by the entire court consisting of six judges, un-
less, for a providential or like cause, one or more should be
absent (Lester v. State (1923) 155 Ga. 882, 118 5. E. 674).
In Merrit v. State ((1921) 152 Ga. 405, 110 S. E. 160), it
was held that a decision of the Supreme Court of Georgia
rendered by only five justices was not binding authority.
In Perkins v. Scales ((1877) 1 Legal Reporter 15), the Su-
preme Court of Tennessee held unconstitutional an act which
provided that upon an even division of the judges the con-
stitutionality of a statute involved, should be upheld, and
in all other cases the decree of the inferior court should
be afirmed. In Clapp v. Ely ((1858) 27 N. J. L. (3 Dutch)
622), the court, without opinion, by a vote of seven to six,
held unconstitutional a statute which provided that no judg-
ment of the supreme court should be reversed by the court of
errors and appeals unless a majorify of the competent judges
should concur in the reversal.

In 1913 Ohio adopted a constitutional amendment pro-
hibiting its highest court from holding laws unconstitutional,
if a single judge dissented (Ohio Const., art. IV, sec, 2),
In 1919 North Dakota passed a similar amendment (N. D.
Const., sec. 89, as amended by art. XXV, applied and dis-
cussed in Daly v. Beery (1920), 45 N. D. 287, 178 N. W. 104;
Wilson v. City of Fargo (1921), 48 N. D. 447, 186 N. W. 263).
In 1923 Senator BoraH introduced a bill providing that no
act of Congress could be declared unconstitutional by the
Supreme Court under its appellate jurisdiction, except with
the concurrence of “at least seven members of the court”
(Warren, op. cit. supra, note 2, at pp. 179-217). The Ohio
amendment was challenged in the United States Supreme
Court. The Supreme Court held the amendment was not a
denial of due process or equal protection of the laws. The
Supreme Court also held that the contention that the
amendment deprived Ohio of a republican form of govern-
ment did not present a justiciable question, saying: “As to
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the guaranty to every State of a republican form of govern-
ment (sec. 4, art. 4) it is well settled that the questions
arising under it are political, not judicial, in character and
thus are for the consideration of the Congress, and not the
courts (Ohio v. Akron Park District (1930), 281 U. S. T4,
79, 80).” In discussing the suggested limitation upon judi-
eial review here under discussion, Goodnow, in his Social
Reform and the Constitution (1911) said at page 352:

Such a provision would also really bring it about that our prac-
tice would accord with our theory, which is that in order that an
act of the legislature be declared void by a court its unconstitu-
tionality, like the guilt of a person charged with crime, must be
clear beyond a reasonable doubt. Judge Baldwin says in refer-
ence to this theory of constitutional law:

“As the judgments declaring a statute inconsistent with the
Constitution are often rendered by a divided Court, this posi-
tion seems practically untenable. The majority must concede
that there is a reasonable doubt whether the statute may be con-
sistent with the Constitution, since some of their associates either
must have such a doubt, or go further and hold that there is no
inconsistency between the two documents.”

Many critics feel that if the Court should ever set aside the
whole policy of the Government, as it might have done in the
gold-clause cases, it should not do so by a bare 5-to-4 majority.
There is a growing conviction among students of our Con-
stitution, that where the Supreme Court decided against the con-
stitutionality of an act it should be by a majority of at least
two-thirds of the Court. Issues that are so doubtful as to be
decided by a single vote are probably policies that should be up-
held. If we are to retain the Court as an umpire and censor, we
should have at least the protection of an extraordinary majority
of the Court in such controversial fields of economics as the cases
now before it involve. (Elliott, op. cit. supra note 39, at pp. 150—
151.

'I‘!lae Parliament of Great Britain, indeed, as possessing the
sovereignty of the country, has the power to disregard funda-
mental principles, and pass arbitrary and unjust enactments;
but it cannot do this rightfully, and it has the power to do so
simply because there is no written constitution from which its
authority springs or on which it depends, and by which the
courts can test the validity of its declared will. The rules which
confine the discretion of Parliament within the ancient land-
marks are rules for the construction ef the powers of the Ameri-
can legislatures; and however proper and prudent it may be ex-
pressly to prohibit those things which are not understood to be
within the proper attributes of legislative power, such prohibi-
tion can never be re ed as essential, when the extent of the
power apportioned to the legislative department is found upon
examination not to be broad enough to cover the obnoxious
authority., The absence of such prohibition cannot, by implica-
tion, confer power (1 Cooley, op. cit., supra, note 14, at p. 358).

The nature of the rule of administration, above mentioned,
was stated by Thayer in the following passage:

This rule recognizes that, having regard to the great, complex,
ever-unfolding exigencies of government, much which will seem
unconstitutional to one man, or body of men, may reasonably
not seem so to another; that the Constitution often admits of
different interpretations; that there is often a range of choice
and judgment; that in such cases the Constitution does not im-
pose upon the legislature any one specific opinion, but leaves open
this range of choice; and that whatever choice is rational is
constitutional. This is the principle which the rule that I have
been illustrating afirms and supports. The meaning and effect
of it are shortly and very strikingly intimated by a remark of
Judge Cooley (citing Const. Lim., 6th ed., 68; cited with approval
by Bryce, Am. Com., 1st ed., p. 431) to the effect that one who is
a member of a legislature may vote against a measure as being,
in his judgment, unconstitutional; and, being subsequently placed
on the bench, when this measure, having been passed by the
legislature in spite of his opposition, comes before him judicially,
may there find it his duty, although he has in no degree changed
his opinion, to declare it constitutional (Thayer, Legal Essays
(1808) p. 22).

The ground on which courts lay down this test of a reasonable
doubt for juries in criminal cases, is the great gravity of affecting
a man with crime. The reason that they lay it down for them-
selves in reviewing the civil verdict of a jury is a different one,
namely, because they are revising the work of another depart-
ment charged with a duty of its own—having themselves no
right to undertake that duty, no right at all in the matter except
to hold the other department within the limit of a reasonable
interpretation and exercise of its powers. The court must not,
even negatively, undertake to pass upon the facts in jury cases.
The reason that the same rule is laid down in regard to revising
legislative acts is neither the one of these nor the other alone,
but it is both. The courts are revising the work of a coordinate
department, and must not, even negatively, undertake to legis-
late. And again, they must not act unless the case is very clear,
because the consequences of setting aside legislation may be so
serious (ibid. at p. 29).

w

Lord Birkenhead went to the heart of the question under-
lying judicial supremacy, in an address to American lawyers:
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The decision is premature whether you, and those who agree with
you, have been right in trying to control the free will of a free
people by judicial authority, or whether we have been right in
trusting the free will and a free people to work out their own
salvation.

No informed person would advocate abolishing the inferior
Federal courts or depriving the Supreme Court of its ap-
pellate jurisdiction; and until the American people cease to
have more confidence in the courts than in Congress, no
responsible statesman is likely to bring forward a proposal
entirely to strip the Federal courts of power to declare acts
of Congress unconstitutional. It is reasonable to expect,
however, that serious proposals will be advanced to limit the
Jurisdiction of the inferior Federal courts in constitutional
cases, to expedite review of their decisions by the Supreme
Court, and to provide that the Supreme Court shall not
clecla.rte e acts of Congress unconstitutional by a bare majority
vote. -

It is desirable before statesmen and publicists commit
themselves to proposals for constitutional amendments, that
consideration be given to the powers of Congress under sec-
tions 1 and 2 of article ITI of the Constitution.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. EVALE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by having printed an
address recently delivered by Donald R. Richberg at a
luncheon at the Penn Athletic Club in Philadelphia enti-
tled “The Constitution and the New Deal in 1936.”

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
is Mr. Richberg at the present time a part of the adminis-
tration?

Mr. KVALE. I believe not.

Mr. SNELL. Then I object, Mr. Speaker.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1936

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill
(H. R. 10464) making appropriations to provide urgent sup-
plemental appropriation for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1936, to supply deficiencies in certain appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1936, and for prior fiscal years,
and for other purposes; and pending that, may I ask the
minority Member his judgment as to time for general
debate?

Mr. TABER. I have requests for about 2 hours and a
half at this time,

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. I would suggest we let the
debate run along for the rest of the day without fixing any
definite time, the time to be equally divided between the
gentleman and myself.

Mr. TABER. That is agreeable.

The SPEAKER. Pending that motion, the gentleman
from Colorado asks unanimous consent that general debate
continue during the day, to be equally divided between him-
self and the gentleman from New York [Mr. Taper]l. Is
there objection?

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Colorado.

The question was taken.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of no
quorum.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.]
Two hundred and forty-three Members present, a quorum.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill H. R. 10464, with Mr. CoorEr of
Tennessee in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.
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Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLaNToN].

Mr. BLANTON, Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and include some
excerpts.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, after the District appro-
priation bill for 1934-35 had passed the House and had gone
to the Senate committee, Senator CoperLanp inserted $63,385
for character education. Although both Chairman CANNON
and myself believed that character training belonged pri-
marily in the home and that unless character education was
properly taught by proper teachers it would prove a most
dangerous experiment, we finally agreed to it, in order to get
the bill through conference.

NOTHING WORTH WHILE ACCOMPLISHED

A year passed by. For a period of over 6 months this
$63,385 was being expended. Complaints from reliable
teachers of highest standing came to our House subcom-
mittee that nothing worth while was being accomplished,
and that this $63,385 was being wasted, and that the Dr.
W. W. Charters who was being paid $50 per lecture to come
to Washington twice a month was advertised by the Uni-
versity of Moscow as one of its lecturers. While he may be
a highly respected gentleman, we felt that if communistic
Russia would permit its communistic Moscow University to
pay for lectures delivered by Dr. W. W..Charters, they would
not be the kind of lectures we would want in Washington
schools, For Communists teach disbelief in God, in church,
in constitutions, and in orderly government. They incite
class hatred, causeless strikes, turmoil, and all kinds of sabo-
tage, and preach maiming and murdering to uproot orderly
government by force.

BOUGHT MOHRE MONEY TO WASTE

At our hearings last January, Dr. Ballou sought an addi-
tional $87,540 for character education. He testified: “What
we are trying to do is to set up a new philosophy of educa-
tion.” Chairman Canwon told him that we had been advised
of an unfavorable reaction on any good being accomplished,
and Dr. Ballou exclaimed, “I do not see how anyone could
expect to start out with this experiment, involving more
than 250 teachers, whose philosophy has got fo be changed
fundamentally.” (Hearings, p. 482.)

CHANGING TEACHERS FUNDAMENTALLY

It is possible that all of a sudden it has become necessary
to work over all of the many teachers in the Washington
schools, whose philosophy has got to be changed funda-
mentally? What is the matter with them now that such a
change fundamentally must occur? Are they all wrong?
And will they be “all right” when Dr. Ballou gets through
changing them?

There are 2,900 teachers in the Washington schools, and
while he is just now trying to change only 250 of them, it
was the idea of Dr. Ballou that eventually the philosophy of
education of 2,900 teachers in Washington had to be changed
fundamentally. I quote from page 521, House hearings last
January:

Mr. BranTon. Up to this time, outside of 250 teachers in 10
schools—b5 white schools and 5 colored schools—the 2,650 other
teachers have had no instruction and no program?

3 Dr. Barrou. We have not yet undertaken to provide instruction
orm. Bn;\mw. And they are pursuing no course now, so far as
those 2,650 other teachers are concerned?

Dr. Barrou. No.

COMMUNISM IN HOWARD UNIVERSITY

We knew that in Howard University, supported and main-
tained by the Government, communism was being propa-
gated openly and without restraint, and we remembered the
disgraceful raid communistically inclined students from How-
ard University made on the Capitol, in an attempt to dic-
tate to Congress, and force us to allow negroes in the Mem-
bers’ restaurant.
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Although we know that a majority of the 2,900 teachers
in the Washington schools are the finest men and women
in the world, we had reliable complaints from substantial
citizens born and raised in Washington, that under the
guise of merely teaching the fundamentals of communism,
some teachers were propagating it. When you teach short-
hand you produce stenographers, and when you teach the-
ology you produce theologians. If is very easy for a Com-
munist teacher under the guise of teaching history and
government and “fundamentals”, to espouse communism
and to inculcate it. The matter was too serious. We
couldn’t afford to take chances.

In reply to Mr. DrtTER’S pertinent inquiry as to the possi-
bility of un-American doctrines creeping into our schools,
Dr, Ballou testified: “I am very conscious of the possibility
of it. I do not think we are immune, I am aware of the
fact that it is insidious, and that there is always the possi-
bility.” Believing it might prove to be a most dangerous
:x;)eriment. we refused to allow Dr. Ballou this additional

817,5640.
BALLOU ENEW WHERE TO GET IT

He immediately importuned the Senate for it. Under
demand by Dr. CopeLAND, the $87,540 was allowed and put
in the bill, and passed by the Senate. In the Senate hear-
ings (p. 119), Dr. Ballou festified that during the summer of
1934, they had Dr. W. W. Charters here in a conference for
Z weeks, and they have had him here 2 days each month
since, and that Dr. W. W. Charters “is the one who is, in a
broad general way, guiding this experiment.” In other
words, the character education for the 87,000 school children
of Washington is being guided by a man whom the com-
munistic University of Moscow in Soviet Russia has selected
as one of its lecturers. He may suit his friends in Missouri.
He may suit Dr. Ballou. But if he suits Moscow University,
and Soviet Russia, he does not suit me.

Senator CoPELAND asse that unless the House agreed
to his $87,540 for character education there would be no
bill. Chairman Cannon and I stood out against it. The
bill remained in conference for weeks. But we House con-
ferees faced 114 Senate amendments. Something had to be
done to get the bill passed. Finally, I agreed that if the
Senate would accept a provision stopping all communism in
the Washington schools, I would vote for the $87,540. Dr,
CoreLAND asked to see the amendment. I dictated it to our
clerk, Mr. Duvall, and he prepared it, which read as follows:

Hereafter no part of any appropriation for the public schools

shall be available for the payment of the salary of any person
teaching or advocating communism.

The Senate conferees agreed to the amendment. Our House
conferees agreed to it. Since it was permanent legislation
and had to be reported back to the House and Senate for
approval, it was agreed that Chairman Canwow when pre-
senting the conference report to the House would ask that
this legislation be attached as a rider to Senate Amendment
No. 48, which itself likewise was legislation.

PROVISION EEAD EY CLEEK TO THE HOUSE

When presenting the conference report to the House,
Chairman CannoN moved that the above provision be added
as an amendment to Senate Amendment 48, and the Clerk
read at the desk the above provision, after which Chairman
CaNNON’s motion was agreed to unanimously in the House.
(See p. 8808, Recorp for June 6, 1935.) The following pro-
ceedings of the House of Representatives being quoted from
the official Recorp, to wit:

Mr. CannoN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
recede and concur in the Senate amendment with an amendment
which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

“That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment
of the Senate numbered 48, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment as follows: Before the period at the end of the matter
inserted by sald amendment insert the following: ‘Provided, That
hereafter no part of any appropriation for the public schools shall
be available for the payment of the salary of any person teaching
or advocating communism.”"
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The SeEaxer. The question is on the motion of the gentleman
from Missouri.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by which the foregoing amend-
ments were agreed to was laid on the table.

CRITICS CONVICT THEMSELVES OF INATTENTION TO DUTY

Is there in this House any Member who will confess that
he did not know what was going on in the House, when
under the rules important bills were being enacted? If
he did not know what was going on, it was his own fault.

When from the floor the chairman in charge of a bill
moves that an amendment be adopted and the clerk reads
the amendment from the desk that—

Hereafter, no part of any appropriation for the public schools
shall be available for the payment of the salary of any person
teaching or advocating Communism.
those words convey in plain English just what they mean,
and if any Member did not know what they meant, it was
his duty to arise and ask the chairman about it, and if
any Member wanted to be heard against the amendment,
under the rules, which gave a whole hour for debate on this
one amendment, it was the duty of such Member to ask and
secure from the chairman such time as he desired to use
against it.

NO MEMBER ASKED FOR DEBATE

Not- a Member raised any objection to the amendment.
Not a Member asked to be heard in debate against it. Not
a Member suggested any change in ifs phraseology. It was
accepted unanimously. It is too late now for any Member
to plead ignorance.

CHAIRMAN CLARENCE CANNON

Hon. Crarence CanwonN, of Missouri, chairman of the
committee having said bill in charge, is one of the finest, out-
standing men in this Congress. He is the soul of honor.
He is strictly ethical on every thought and deed. I do not
propose to allow any individual or any newspaper to un-
justly criticize him in any particular. He is my close per-
sonal friend, and I am his friend.

AMENDMENT READ IN THE SENATE

After the House had approved this amendment, and the
conference report, it went to the Senate. There from the
desk the amendment was read, so that every Senator pres-
ent who was attending to his duties, had an opportunity to
hear it read, and to know every word in it, for the Reading
Clerk in the Senate reads such amendments in a loud voice
and clearly and distinctly.

I quote from the proceedings of the Senate, pages 8796 of
the Recorp for June 6, 1935, the following:

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—CONFERENCE

REPORT

Mr. TRomas of Oklahoma submitted the following report:

“The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
3973) making appropriations for the government of the District
of Columbia and other activities chargeahle in whole or in part
against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1936, and for other purposes, having met, after full and

free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:"

Then followed the conference report, which was signed
as follows:

Ermer THOMAS, CARTER Grass, RovarL 8. Coreranp, Wiiriam H.
King, GErarp P. NYE, HENrY W. KEYES, Managers on the part of the
Senate.

CLARENCE CANNON, THOMAS L. BLANTON, J. W. DITTER, Managers
on the part of the House.

Then the anti-Communist amendment was placed before
the Senate, read at the desk in the Senate by the Reading
Clerk, and adopted:

The Presiding Officer lald before the Senate the action of the
House of Representatives, which was read, as follows:

“That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate no, 48 to said bill and concur therein with the
following amendment:

“Before the period at the end of the matter inserted by said
amendment insert ‘: Provided, That hereafter no part of any ap-
propriation for the public schools shall be available for the pay-
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ment of the salary of any person teaching or advocating com-
mlm!sm "m

Mr. Tromas of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I move that the Senate
concur in the amendments of the House to the amendments of
the Senate nos. 16, 37, and 48.

The motion was agreed to.

Not a Senator raised his voice against the amendment.
Is there any Senafor who will say that Senator Tromas and
his comanagers on the part of the Senate slipped something
over on him? If there is, he will convict himself of not
attending to his duty and in not knowing what was going
on in the Senate, when it is his duty to be present and know
what goes on there. :

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 addi-
tional minutes to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding this anti-
Communist legislation was read in the House and unani-
mously adopfed, and was read in the Senate and there
unanimously adopted, simply because one of our colleagues
from New York introduced a bill to change this law, and
allow communism to be taught but not advocated in the
Washington schools, he was quoted by the Washington News
yesterday afternmoon as saying that Chairman Cawnnon and
myself had “cowardly slipped this legislation through the
Houcse. I promptly called him up, and he told me that he
made no such reference either to Chairman CaxnonN or my-
self. Then what authority did this little Washington News
have for printing such a slanderous and libelous statement?
Does it not know that its misrepresentations will come to
light? Does it not know that it cannot get away with any
thing like that?

Yet yesterday afternoon this little News here in Wash-
ington in great big headlines, said, “BranNTON is scored in
the House.” There was no action in this House yesterday
except to adjourn. BranTton was not scored. - This was a
dirty, infamous lie which they put in this paper, and they
knew this when they printed it.

And when this little Washington News, without basis or
foundation, asserted that our New York colleague had made
the slanderous and libelous statement about Chairman Can-
NoN and myself it knew it was misrepresenting the facts.
Yet this newspaper put it in here—a damnable lie. How
much longer are they going to keep it up?

Then another Washington paper said this morning that I
had demanded on yesterday a lot of stuff from the Board of
Education. That was ordered long ago. Chairman CaNNON
has got to preside over the Agriculture appropriation bill and
he has asked me to preside over the District bill this year,
and I have agreed to do it.

Lots of citizens of Washington who are substantial men
have been filing complaints with me for a month about condi-
tions in the Washington schools. They are citizens who were
born here, and some have lived here for 50 or 60 years, and
at their instance I wrote a letter on January 10 to the Board
of Education and asked them for some data that I wanted
to investigate before we took up the hearings.

Here is the letter that the Secretary of the Board of Edu-
cation wrote me on January 13, 1936:

BoArp oF EDUCATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D. C., January 13, 1936.
Representative THoMAS L. BLANTON,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mr. BranTON: Your letter of January 10, 1936, request-
ing specified data respecting the public schools, the Superinten-
dent of Schools, and courses and books used in the schools, was
received by me today.

I have begun at once to compile the data you require and will
get it to you as promptly as possible. Mcxnwhile, I will present
your letter, addressed to the Board’s secretary, to the full Board
of Education at its meeting Wednesday, January 15, 1936,

If you should require any additional data which you have not
cited in your letter of January 10, 1936, I shall be glad to receive
further request from you.

Very sincerely yours,
CHARLES B. DEGGES,
Secretary, Board of Education.

And yet they thought they were hatching out fresh news

this morning when they said I had just demanded the data.
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I want fo tell you something—as long as I am in charge of
a bill for this House of Representatives, I am going to get
for you every bit of the information that is available on the
subject so that I can give it to you when the bill comes up on
the floor. [Applause.]

This amendment, which was passed by unanimous consent,
to stop communism in schools, is permanent legislation. It
is sound legislation. It is on the statute books and it is going
to stay on the statute books, and no communistic influence in
the United States is going to take it off. [Applause.]

The time has come when we must stop communistic infiu-
ence in the United States.

Here is the Daily Worker, a communistic paper, not pink
but red, which is printed in New York and is sent to our desks
in Washington. It preaches the overthrow of government
and it is against orderly government, it is against God, it is
against the church, it is for breaking down the Constitution
of our Government, and Congress is standing for its being
distributed.

We ought to deny this Daily Worker and the other com-
munistic papers published in New York and Cleveland, Ohio,
and elsewhere in the United States the privileges of the
United States mail. :

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. Yes.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Can the gentleman get us a copy of
the lecture that he refers to?

Mr. BLANTON. 1 will endeavor to do it by the time we
report the District appropriation bill.

This Daily Worker I hold in my hand, recently off of the
press in New York, under big headlines, “Sweep Away the
Autocratic Power of the United States Supreme Court,” has
its whole front page filled with an atfack on our Supreme
Court as an institution of government. At the top it says
boldly it is— :

The central organ of the Communist Party, United States of
America (a section of Communist International).

And it says:

Volume XIII, no. 10, entered as second-class matfer at the post
office at New York, N. Y., under the act of March 8, 1879.

I want to recommend to my good friend, Hon. Jim Farley,
Postmaster General, that he immediately withdraw the above
privileges from this and every other communist newspaper in
the entire United States. And I call on my good friend, Hon.
Frances Perkins, Secretary of Labor, to catch and deport
every last mother’s son of them from our borders. It is time
for us to clean house.

I quote from this Daily Worker the following:

Mr, President, why don't you repudiate the opinion of the Su-
preme Court autocrats? Call upon Co to amend the Consti-
tution and de&ri;: the Supreme Court of its rights. We demand
these judges peached.

We Jn:m.ﬁt. call mass meetings in every community. We must
demonstrate. We must take action in every shop, in every office,
in every farm community. Congress and the President should
repudiate the Supreme Court, should impeach the judges.

COMMUNISTS HAVE ONE DAILY AND ONE WEEELY IN CLEVELAND

It is time to check up all of the foreign-language news-
papers in Cleveland.
CLEVELAND BEcoND IN UNITED STATES IN NUMBER OF ITS FOREIGN-
LANGUAGE PUBLICATIONS—53 MONTHLIES, WEEELIES, AND DAILIES
REPRESENT 13 NATIONALITIES

In no other American city except New York are there more
foreign-language publications printed and edited than in Cleveland,

To be exact, 53 foreign publications have their editorial and
printing offices in Cleveland. Of these, 12 are dallles, 23 are week-
lies, and 18 are monthlies.

Thirteen language groups are represented by these publications,
namely: Czech, German, Hebrew, Hungarian, Italian, Lithuanian,
Polish, Rumanian, Russian, Saxon, Serbian, Slovak, and Slovene.

Seven nationality groups have dailies here—the Bohemians, Ger-
mans, Hebrews, Hungarlans, Italians, Poles, and Slovenes.

REACH ABOUT 150,000 DAILY

According to the publishers’ sworn statements to the United
States Post Office, the total circulation of all the forelgn-language
dailies printed in Cleveland is between 100,000 and 150,000 daily.

The average size of a foreign-language paper is six pages. On
special occasions the edition contains as high as 40 pages. In most
cases the publications are official organs of fraternal or religious
organizations.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 22

Of the 18 monthlies, 10 are of religious character. Of the 23
weeklies, 4 are religious and two-thirds of the others are organs of
some fraternal groups.

The dailies print, besides current world news, much news of old-
country affairs or of world events with special bearing on their
particular nationality.

Most of the dailies take a definite stand on old-country polities.

The Soclalists have one weekly, the Communists one daily and
one weekly, and the I. W. W. Party has one weekly and one
monthly. :

As early as 1919 a teacher in the Western High School,
which has always been considered one of the best in the
city, was charged with propagating “bolshevism and com-
munism while discussing ‘current events’ in an English
class.,” On March 19, 1919, upon motion duly made and
seconded, the Board of Education unanimously passed the
following resolution, that this teacher “be suspended, with-
out pay, for a period of 1 week commencing March 20, 1919.”

Immediately there were threats of “a strike” unless this
teacher was paid. Although the 1,300 policemen and 900
firemen in Washington are prevented by law from belonging
to any organization that can call a strike, the 2,900 teachers
of Washington are organized in a union that is affiliated
with the American Federation of Labor, and it demanded
8 recission of said order and that said teacher be paid for
the time suspended. A mandamus proceeding was brought
in the courts. The Board of Education was under duress.
There was then no law preventing communism in our Wash-
ington schools. The Board of Education was forced to pay
said teacher, and communism won its first battle in the
‘Washington schools.

From the statement of Mr. W. J. Tucker, page 237 of Sen-
ate hearings, on March 22, 1935, I quote:

I submit that real worth-while character education can be stated
as consisting of honesty, truthfulness, kindness, regard for the
rights and interests of others, sobriety, clean living, abstention
from vices and harmful practices. These virtues should be instilled
in the youthful mind by all teachers. This influence, while taught
by word of mouth, should be still more impressed by example.
Unless these good impressions are made by and through the ex-
ample set by teachers, all of the word-of-mouth teaching is well-
nigh useless. One cannot properly teach what one does not believe.
It is also easy for one who is not in sympathy with the teaching to
slight it. It is quite well known that a considerable number of
the teachers of Washington do indulge in the use of liquor,

Mr. Philip G. Murray (p. 356, Senate hearings) testified:

It is rather a disgrace, I think, that more than 9,000 felonies
should have been committed in the District of Columbia last year,
and probably one cause for that was the fact that in a great many
of our homes there is practically no character education whatever.

No child will ever find in any school the training which it
should receive in the home.

While we disagree frequently, I want to specially commend
Mr. William Randolph Hearst for the unswerving fight he
and his newspapers are making to free this country from
communism. He deserves the thanks of the Nation. Prac-
tically all communism here comes from aliens. In the present
session of Congress we must pass a law requiring all aliens to
register, deporting all aliens here unlawfully, and stopping
all immigration for at least y) years. We must rid the United
States of the Bruno Hauptmanns and make it safe again for
honest Americans.

If Dr. Ballou will instruct all of his teachers to teach the
kind of character education suggested by Mr. W. J. Tucker
he will find great sympathy and response from me. Instead
of insisting that “the philosophy of education of the 2,900
Washington teachers has to be changed fundamentally”, let
Dr. Ballou instruct all of his 2,900 teachers to once again
begin teaching their students that which the little red school-
house years ago taught, that they must be honest, that they
must be truthful, that they must be kind, and have due re-
gard for the rights and interests of ofthers, that they must not
depart from sobriety and clean living, and that they must
abstain from vices and harmful practices.

The above is the kind of character education that will
upbuild character. And that is the kind we want and must
have in the schools of Washington.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr, Chairman, I move that the
Committee do now rise. 3

The motion was agreed to.
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Accordingly the Committee rose; and, the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. CoorEr of Tennessee, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
reported that that Committee had had under consideration
the bill H. R. 10464, the deficiency appropriation bill, and had
come to no resolution thereon.

Mr, TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I should like to
ask the gentleman from New York, in charge of the minority,
if we cannot fix time for general debate.

Mr. TABER. I think we will require about 2 hours and a
half, or it may be 2 hours and 40 minutes on this side.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that general debate be limited to 4 hours, to be
equally divided between the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Taser] and myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Reserving tHe right to object,
I would like 10 minutes.

Mr. BOILEAU. Reserving the right to object, and I shall
not object, does the gentleman intend to finish the bill
tomorrow?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. We hope to.

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. Reserving the right to object, can we
be assured that the bill will not be taken up today?

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. If the debate should run out,
we might take it up.

Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for
the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 10464) making
appropriations to provide urgent supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1936, to supply defi-
ciencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1936, and for prior fiscal years, and for other
PUurposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr.
Coorer of Tennessee in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill. ;

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SauTHOFFI.

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, I am going to speak
about the dairy farmer and trade agreements.

On Tuesday, January 14, I introduced the following joint
resolution:

Joint resolution requesting the President to terminate the conces-
sions on dairy products contained in the Canadian, Netherlands,
and Switzerland agreements, and requesting that no further con-
cessions be granted to any country on dairy products
Whereas prior to his election the President of the United States

made a definite pledge that there would be no reduction in the

tariff rates on agricultural commodities; and

Whereas at the time the Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act was
pending in Congress administration leaders made a similar pledge
that the rates on major farm commodities would not be lowered
under trade agreements; and

Whereas the dairy industry is the largest branch of American
agriculture, representing from 20 to 25 percent of the national
agricultural income; and

Whereas American dairy farmers are able and willing to supply
the entire domestic needs of the United States for dairy products
at reasonable prices; and

Whereas, notwi the pledges heretofore mentioned, the
State Department has concluded agreements with Canada and the
Netherlands and Switzerland reducing the tariff on cream and on
Cheddar, Edam, and Gouda cheese, Swiss and Gruyére cheese, the
sald reduction of cheese tariffs being unconditional and applicable
to every nation of the world enjoying commercial relations with
the United States; and

Whereas said concession will have the effect of opening up
domestic markets to foreign producers at a time when under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act vast quantities of dairy products are
being purchased to sustain domestic price levels and when addi-
tional production of dairy products is anticipated because of the
use of lands taken out of cultivation of other crops under agri-
cultural adjustment programs: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, ete., That the President be, and he is hereby, requested
to impose upon imports of cream and Cheddar, Edam, and Gouds,
Bwiss and Gruyére cheese quotas as provided for in the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act (sec. 22), which shall be fixed at 50 percent
of the average annual quantity of such commodities which was
imported into the United States during the period from July 1,

1928, to June 30, 1933, both dates inclusive, said quotas to apply
to every country in the world; and be it further

Resolved, That in accordance with article VII of the treaties
with Canada and the Netherlands, and article VI of the treaty
with Switzerland, the President and the Secretary of State are
requested to notify said countries of the imposition of said quotas
and to advise said countries that the imposition of said quotas
is deemed necessary by the Senate and House of Representatives
as a means of protecting and safeguarding the American dairy
farmer; and be it further

Resolved, That the President be, and he is hereby, requested not
to permit in any future agreement any reduction in the present
dairy tariff structure of this country.

When President Roosevelt was a candidate for the Presi-
dency he made a speech at Baltimore, October 26, 1932. In
that speech he said, among other things:

Again, in my Sioux City speech I made the Democratic position
plain where I said that negotiated treaties would be accomplished
“by consenting to reduce, to some extent, some of our duties in
order to secure a lowering of foreign walls, that a larger measure
of our surplus may be sold abroad.”

Of course, It is absurd to talk of lowering tariff duties on farm
products. I declared that all prosperity in the broader sense
springs from the soil. I promised to endeavor to restore the
purchasing power of the farm dollar by making the tariff effective
for agriculture, and raising the price of farmers' products. I
know of no effective excessively high tariff duties on farm prod-
ucts. I do not intend that such duties shall be lowered. To do
so would be inconsistent with my entire farm program, and every
farmer knows it and will not be deceived.

I consider these statements a definite pledge on the part
of Mr. Roosevelt, that, in the event he were elected to the
Presidency, there would be no lowering of tariff duties on
agricultural products,

Similar assurances were given in the Senate when the
Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act was under consideration in
that body. I quote from the CoNGrESSIONAL RECORD of M
17, 1934, page 8996: 4

Mr. McNary. I think I somewhere read that the President did not
intend, if given this power—or at least did not have in mind—to
decrease tariffs on agricultural products.

Mr, HarrisoN. The President has made the statement in some of
his speeches, and I think in his m he has said that he is
trying to help agriculture; but I should think it would be very bad,
almost destructive, to write into this measure a provision that he

must not under any circumstances negotiate with reference to
agricultural products. :

Page 8997:

Mr, VANDENBERG. I hope the Senator from Oregon will not despair
of ultimately obtaining the consent of the Senator from Mississippi
to the exemption which he asks, because I am confident that when
the Senator from Mississippi further contacts the Secretary of State
and the White House and gets another letter of instructions tomor-
row the President will be found to be standing firmly on his state-
ment at Baltimore on October 25, 1932:

“It is absurd to talk of lowering tariff duties on farm products.”

Surely there is not going fo be resistance to the removal of any
known absurdity which loiters in this pending tariff bill.

I charge that these pledges and assurances have not been
kept as far as the dairy farmer is concerned. On the con-
trary, tariffs have been lowered on cream, butter, cheese, and
cattle, and obstacles placed in our path so that we cannot
raise the tax of 3 cents per pound now in force on foreign
fats and oils. The unfortunate dairy farmer, especially of
the North Central States, finds himself harassed and threat-
ened on every side. His markets for cream invaded on the
north, and if he should shift his milk into cheese he will meet
the competition of Canada, the Netherlands, and Switzerland.
If he then resorts to butter as an outlet for his milk he will
find the competition even keener—oleomargarine and cheap
butter substitutes made of vegetable oils from the South Seas
and cottonseed oil from our Southern States. Why wreck
the dairy industry of the United States?

We are advised by competent authority that something
over 30,000,000 people live on our farms, and that an equal
number of our people, who distribute and process farm prod-
ucts also make their living from what is raised on the farms.
This vast army constitutes about one-half of our entire popu-
lation. The dairy industry constitutes the largest branch of
this vast enterprise. It is estimated that 20 to 25 percent of
the national agricultural income is derived from the dairy
industry. This shows the importance of this great calling.

Here is another feature about dairying that must not be
overlooked. The dairy farmer of the United States is able
and willing to supply all the needs of our people for dairy
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products at reasonable prices. It is one of the few outstand-
ing industries where the supply and demand are both within
our own borders, providing always that no artificial means
are devised to interfere. We representatives of the dairy
districts stand for the principle that the Government of the
United States should provide a tariff structure which would
protect the industry against the importations of dairy prod-
ucts. Our goal should always be the cost of production,
including a fair profit. Prior to these trade agreements we
were making some progress in that direction, although the
general level of dairy products in the United States is still
far below that which would give dairy products the same
purchasing power as in the pre-war period.

INCONSISTENT POLICY

Our Government is defeating its own ends under the pres-
ent policy. For the past several years we have been curtail-
ing production. A number of agricultural products have
been restricted by paying subsidies to farmers who reduced
their output. Among these products are cotton, wheat, corn,
hogs, tobacco, sugar, and so forth. It is estimated that
50,000,000 acres of crop land were taken out of production
by this method. It was the fear of some of us that these
acres taken out of production in cotton, wheat, corn, hogs,
and so forth, would be used as pasture lands for herds of
dairy cows. I am reliably advised that reports from the
Middle West show that a large percentage of subsidized crop
lands were used for that purpose last year. What is the
result? A surplus of milk. I tried to prevent this evil by
introducing an amendment when the agricultural adjustment
amendments were before the House for consideration. You
will find it in the CongrEssiONAL REcorDp for June 18, 1935,
page 9593. I quote:

Amendment offered by Mr. SavrHorFF: Page 51, line 23, afier the
word “commodities” and the period, add the following: “None of
the lands affected under the provisions of section 31 shall be used

for creating any agricultural product within the purview of this
Bct.”

In support of this amendment, and you must remember

that under the rules I only had 5 minutes, I made this
statement:
° Mr, Chairman, my purpose in offering that amendment is this:
That no producer shall receive pay from the Government for
taking his acreage out of production and shall then be permitted
to transfer it into pasturage on which he can raise sheep, beef
cattle, or milk cows and go into the dairy business. For that
purpose, inasmuch as he is paid to take that acreage out of
production, in fairness to the other farmers of the Nation, he
ought not to be allowed to go into competition with them.

This amendment was opposed by the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture and was therefore defeated. I
feel confident that had it passed we would have protected
our dairy farmers. As it is, the very thing that I feared has
come to pass, and now we will have a surplus of milk, which
means dairy products in general. What is consistent about
a policy that pays the southern cotton grower to quit grow-
ing cotton and go into the dairy business and thereby create
a surplus of dairy products, which lowers the price and
tends to wreck the dairy farmer of Wisconsin and sister
States? To that absurd policy has been added another
equally absurd, reciprocal trade agreements, which do and
will continue to admit dairy products at a lower tariff from
every foreign country except Germany. And, last but not
least, these trade agreements fix the tax on foreign fats and
oils at 3 cents per pound, which creates a hurdle we cannot
surmount—we who wish to raise this tax to protect our home
industry. So we may justly summarize the present policy of
the Government in respect to dairying as a policy of destruc-
tion—a domestic policy that subsidized farmers to quit other
fields and go into dairying, a foreign policy that lowers the
tariff on dairy products so that they may glut our market
and lower the price, a foreign policy that even invites the
competition of south sea islanders with palm oil and coco-
nut oil. This record entitles the Democratic Party to change
its symbol from the donkey to the “coconut cow.”

Permit me now to take up the three trade agreements in
order that most vitally affect the dairy farmer. These con-
stitute up to the present time the reciprocal trade treaties
with the Netherlands, Canada, and Switzerland.
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TREATY WITH THE NETHERLANDS

The concessions granted by the Government of the United
States to the Kingdom of the Netherlands by the trade
agreement entered into on December 20, 1935, insofar as
they affect dairy farmers, are as follows:

First. The tariff on Edam and Gouda cheese is reduced
from T cents per pound, but not less than 35 percent ad
valorem. This is a reduction in the rate of duty of ap-
proximately 29 percent.

Second. The Government of the United States agrees to
maintain palm oil on the free list and further agrees not
to increase the excise or processing tax of 3 cents per pound
now levied on this oil. This helps out the manufacturer of
oleomargarine,

Third. Tapioca, tapioca flour, and cassava, which are
starches used in the manufacture of glue and adhesive for
envelopes and postage stamps, are also maintained on the
free list. These starches are in competition with casein,
and casein, as you know, is a byproduct of milk,

With the present price of Edam and Gouda cheese being
within 1 or 2 cents of .the price of domestic cheeses, and
since Edam competes with well-cured domestic Cheddar
cheese and Gouda competes with domestic cheeses of the
Gouda type, the reduction will undoubtedly mean an in-
crease in the sale of Edam and Gouda cheese in the United
States, although until the agreement has been in effect for
at least a short while, it will be difficult to determine the
actual effect of this concession on domestic-cheese pro-
ducers.

The most disturbing element in the tariff reduction on
these cheeses, when combined with the similar concessions
granted on Cheddar cheese under the Canadian agreement,
is the apparent program of the State Department to reduce
the tariff rates on all foreign-type cheeses down to at least
the level of the 1922 Tariff Act.

As though that were not enough, insult must be added to
injury by agreeing to maintain palm oil on the free list, and
also agreeing not to increase the excise or processing tax
on the oil, which makes it practically impossible to obtain
any increase in the existing tax on foreign fats and oils.
The present tax has given us some help, but nevertheless
great quantities of oils and fats keep pouring in from for-
eign countries to be used in the manufacture of oleomar-
garine and butter substitutes. Those of us who represent
dairy districts have been hopeful that we might raise those
taxes and thereby shut out the “coconut cow” that com-
petes so disastrously with our dairy herds. These reciprocal
trade agreements make our task an exceedingly difficult
one. We had hoped that we might pass at least a 5-cents-a-
pound tax on these foreign fats and oils and thus increase
the market for our home products by an estimated
$100,000,000.

I also want to call your attention to the fact that our
dairy farmers must meet stringent sanitary requirements;
but cheese brought in from abroad may be made under the
vilest unsanitary conditions, and there is nothing in these
trade agreements to prevent it. Not only is the foreign pro-
ducer favored on the price, but he is also favored on cleanli-
ness, Our cheese makers are penalized for being clean.

Another grave injustice to our dairy farmers is the fact
that these concessions granted to the Netherlands likewise
apply to every country in the world having commercial re-
lationships with the United States with the exception of
Germany., Furthermore, when we refer to the Nether-
lands, we also include Netherland India, Netherland Guiana,
and Netherland West Indian Islands.

This is not a trade agreement. It is a star-chamber pro-

ceeding to lower the tariff duties on dairy products without
notice and without a hearing.

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SAUTHOFF. Pardon me, but I have not the time.
TREATY WITH CANADA

The present tariff of 56.6 cents per gallon on cream, fresh
and sour, is reduced to 35 cents a gallon on not more than
1,500,000 gallons annually. One million five hundred thou-
sand gallons of cream is the equivalent of 6,000,000 pounds
of butter, and applying the ratio of the tariff cut on cream
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to the butter tariff of 14 cents, this is equivalent to permit-
ting the importation of 6,000,000 pounds of butter on a 9-cent
tariff.

If the Canadian cream can meet the sanitary require-
ments of the Lenroot-Taber Milk and Cream Import Act, it
can be used in the eastern markets either in fresh form or
it can be made into butter. If in fresh form, it will displace
equivalent quantities of middle western cream now finding
eastern market outlets. In turn, middle western cream sup-
plies will back up into butter stocks and increase the butier
surplus of this country. If made into butter, the same effect
upon the butter stocks will be had.

The tariff on dairy cows weighing 700 pounds or more is
reduced from 3 cents per pound to 1% cents per pound on
not more than 20,000 head annually. There is also per-
mitted to enter into the United States 51,933 head of cattle
weighing less than 175 pounds on which the tariff is reduced
from 2% cents to 1% cents per pound and 155,799 head of
cattle weighing 700 pounds or more on which the tariff
has been reduced from 3 cents per pound to 2 cents per
pound.

With the lower rate of duty on cheddar cheese and no
sanitary requirements upon cheese imports, there may be
good reason to believe that imports of cheese from Canada
will again give great distress to producers of the United
States, particularly those in Wisconsin, New York, Minne-
sota, and Oregon.

In addition to the concessions to Canada on cheddar
cheese, the following countries—Hungary, Yugoslavia, Bul-
garia, Finland, and Czechoslovakia—will be entitled to the
same concession under the most-favored-nation arrange-
ments which our country has with them. Italy and Den-
mark will also probably receive this concession, as they have
conditional most-favored-nation arrangements with this
country.

Cream, butter, cheese, and cattle will all be brought into
this country to compete with our domestic products. Not
only that, but cheddar cheese from Canada and cheddar
cheese which will come in from many other nations will not
be required to meet the same sanitary standards imposed on
American dairy farmers and we will thus be permitting this
cheese to come in not only at reduced rates but under lower
sanitary conditions than are imposed upon our domestic
producers,

TREATY WITH SWITZERLAND

Only a week ago a trade agreement was signed with
Switzerland that is a menace to the cheese industry of Wis-
consin and many other States. The market for Swiss cheese
during the past year or two has been on the verge of collapse
because of heavy supplies of Swiss cheese in the United
States, and in the face of this condition the administration
has granted a reduction in the tariff rate on Swiss cheese
which will further weaken our domestic price structure.
Our cheese industry needs strengthening, not weakening.
Swiss and Gruyere cheese will be admitted into the United
States from Switzerland under an ad valorem which has been
reduced from 35 to 20 percent. Under our old tariff struc-
ture the rate was 7 cents per pound, but not less than 35
percent ad valorem. Under the agreement with Switzerland
the rate is left at 7 cents but the ad valorem is reduced to
20 percent.

Thus under the Tariff Act of 1930 the tariff rate on Swiss
cheese was T cents where the cheese entered the United
States at 20 cents per pound or lower, but on all cheese which
entered the United States at more than 20 cents, the rate
was 35 percent ad valorem. With most of the cheese coming
into this country at around 25 cents the tariff is thus reduced
from 83; cents per pound to 7 cents per pound. The fol-
lowing table indicates the rate of tariff duty under the 1930
act on Swiss cheese coming into the counfry at prices
between 20 and 35 cents:

Import price (cents): Tariff (cents)
3 T 7.00
21.. 7.85
22 7.70
23 8.05
24 8.40
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Import price (cents): Tariff (cents)
25 8.75
26 9.10
27 9.45
28 9.80
29 10.15
30 10. 50
31 10. 85
32 11.20
33_ 11.56
34 11.90

35 12.25

It will be noted from this table that the tariff rate under
the 1930 act would run from 7 cents per pound on 20-cent
cheese to 12 cents per pound on 35-cent cheese. Under
the agreement with Switzerland all cheese coming in be-
twm2ﬂand350entswiﬂbearaﬁxedratenf7oentsper
po

The State Department in its release indicates that the re-
duction in imports of Swiss cheese had been occasioned by
our Tariff Act of 1930. This is not a fact, because the
Tariff Act of 1930 actually reduced our tariff rate on Swiss
cheese from 7% cents per pound, but not less than 37%
percent ad valorem to 7 cents per pound, but not less than
35 percent ad valorem, The actual fact is that Switzerland
has during the past 6 years adopted a policy of increasing
the manufacture of butter and decreasing the manufacture
of cheese. This policy was apparently adopted because
Switzerland up to that time had been an importer of butter,
and their change in policy was brought about apparently
by a desire to become self-sufficient with respect to the pro-
duction of butfer. As a result of this policy, the manufac-
ture of butter in Switzerland increased from 32,000,000
pounds in 1528 to over 50,000,000 pounds in 1932, with a
resultant decrease in the manufacture of Swiss cheese from
156,000,000 pounds in 1928 to 110,000,000 pounds in 1932,
This development, together with the fact that the Swiss Cen-
tral Union, which controls the exports of cheese, has at-
tempted to maintain a relatively high price for cheese which
it exported in the face of a drastically reduced consumer pur-
chasing power, undoubtedly accounts in a large measure for
the fact that imports in the United States have been
decreasing.

We are able to produce in the United States a Swiss cheese
which is equal in quality, taste, and appearance to that pro-
duced in Switzerland or any other country. A special de-
mand and high reputation for Swiss cheese from Switzerland
has been built up in this country, however, despite the fact
that the imported Swiss and domestic Swiss may be, and in
some instances are, exactly equal in quality, These condi-
tions are likely to continue until an effective advertising and
educational campaign is undertaken to inform the people of
the United States that our Swiss cheese is equal to that pro~
duced anywhere in the world. To some observers the only
way out of this dilemma involves completely shutting out
imported Swiss cheese. Certainly the method followed by
our State Department of reducing the tariff on imported
Swiss cheese cannot possibly be of any assistance to Ameri-
can producers, and can only react to their detriment,

The folly of the reduction in our tariff rate on Swiss cheese
is made more manifest by the fact that the United States
now has a favorable balance of trade with Switzerland. On
the basis of figures of the trade which flows from Switzerland
to the United States, as evidenced by figures from Switzer-
land, and the flow of trade from the United States fo
Switzerland, on the basis of United States figures, our ex-
ports to Switzerland in 1932 were $22,290,000 and our imports
from Switzerland were $12,493,000, leaving a balance of trade
in our favor of approximately $10,000,000. This balance of
trade in our favor has ranged from $4,000,000 to $8,000,000
in every year since 1928,

Since there are no debts between the Government of
Switzerland and the United States, there is obviously no
sound economic reason for throwing the balance of trade in
the other direction. What explanation is there for these
concessions? Perhaps it is to be found in the quota on auto-
mobiles. The Swiss quota of 2,406 on American automobiles

and trucks was raised to 4,812. In other words, our country
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made a trade whereby we sold Switzerland 2,406 additional
trucks and automobiles and they sell us cheese. The dairy
farmer is the forgotten man.

OLEOMARGARINE AND EUTTER SUBSTITUTES

I am indebted to the pamphlet entifled “The Farmer
Looks at the Oleomargarine Picture”, issued by the National
Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation, for the following
information. I urge all of you, who have not done so, to
read this article.

‘WHAT IS OLEOMARGARINE?

Oleomargarine is a fatty product sold and used almost
entirely as a cheap substitute for butter. It is made of
either vegetable oils or animal fats or a combination of the
two; and, although it is usually emulsified in milk, it is in
no sense a dairy product. Oleomargarine is inferior to
butter as a food, deficient in the vitamin content, and lack-
ing in other desirable properties which make butter one
of the most valuable parts of the diet. Nevertheless, it is
made in imitation of and sold as a direct substitute for
butter.

Approximately 80 percent of the oleomargarine manufac-
tured in the United States in the last few years has been
manufactured from vegetable or nut oils, The remainder
has been made from animal and vegetable oils and fats.
Oleomargarine today, therefore, is principally a vegetable
product. A typical formula for manufacturing oleomarga-
rine from vegetable oils was made for the Committee on
Agriculture by former Representative Brigham. It is as
follows:

Eight hundred pounds of coconut oil, 100 pounds of peanut
oil, 100 pounds of palm ocil. Total, 1,000 pounds of vegetable
oils. Add to this 35 pounds of salt and then mulsify the
entire mixture in 300 pounds of milk. This formula will
produce approximately 1,150 pounds at a cost, based on prices
of September 1935, of 9.89 cents per pound. You will note
that only 100 pounds of oil come from a domestic product,
while 900 pounds come from abroad. How is it possible for
the dairy farmer of our country to meet that kind of compe-
tition? It is up to us to help solve his problem. At the pres-
ent time there are three types of oleomargarine manufactured
in the United States. One product is a mixture of beef and
hog fats with coconut oil, with probably some domestic vege-
table oils added. A second product is apparently made al-
most entirely out of coconut oil, while a third is made almost
entirely out of cottonseed oil. Cottonseed oil in the manu-
facture of oleomargarine has increased during a single
yvear from 12 to 34 percent. I feel that the cotton grow-
ers are ruining one of their best markets by supplanting
wholesome dairy butter with oleomargarine, because a large
quantity of cottonseed meal is consumed yearly by dairy
cattle. In 1934 my native State of Wisconsin consumed
only $4,000 worth of oleomargarine, while during the same
year our cattle consumed $1,200,000 worth of coftonseed
meal—a ratio of 30 to 1. Surely it is not sound business
to wreck the $1,200,000 worth of business in order to help
the $4,000 business. It is to the interest of the South to
build up and increase the dairy herds of the North.

HEALTH VALUES

Milk is the best food man has yet discovered. Butter,
therefore, contains much of the nutritive value and
strength-giving properties of milk. Milk contains many
valuable food elements. Two of these are particularly
prized—protein of very high quality and butterfat. Butter-
fat and butter contain many elements necessary as a food,
including the all-important vitamin A. The liberal use of
dairy products is strongly recommended by all food scien-
tists for children and adults in even the most restricted
diets.

Oleomargarine, containing very little milk, has, therefore,
very little food value. Particularly true is this of vitamin
A. Vitamin A is a necessity in our lives. A lack of it in
our food leads to the development of certain eye diseases;
to xerophthalmia, a disease found among children of the
poorest class; to a breakdown and weakening of cells lining
the respiratory, alimentary, and other body tracts, making
them more susceptible to infection.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 22

Experiments conducted in scientific laboratories showed
that animals fed on butter grew fat and healthy, while
those fed on vegetable oils stopped growing, gained no
weight, and most of them died.

Of course, one can eat oleomargarine and other butter
substitutes made of vegetable oils, but it has no food value.
Just like one can eat sawdust and shavings as a substitute
for flour made of wheat, but it would not be wholesome and
utterly lacking in proteins, vitamin A, and other strength-
giving properties. You cannot cheat nature with cheap
substitutes.

COMPETITION OF BUTTER AND ITS SUBSTITUTES

Bufter and oleomargarine and other butter substitutes
are used on bread, buns, biscuits, and notably in cooking.
In the kitchen generally and especially in the frying pan,
the oil substitutes have made alarming inroads.

I believe oleomargarine is almost as great a menace to the
hog industry as it is to the dairy industry. In 1934 over
1,150,000,000 pounds of cooking compounds were produced in
the United States, which contained only 2,600,000 pounds of
lard, an almost negligible amount, while there was a time
when lard, tallow, and butter were exclusively used for cooking.

On the dining-room table butter and its substitutes are also
in fierce competition. During the first half of 1934 consumers
bought 10 pounds of butter to every 1 pound of oleomar-
garine, and spent $24 for bufter for each dollar spent for
oleomargarine. On the other hand, during the first half of
1935 consumers’ purchases of butter were only five times as
great in terms of pounds and 10 times as great in terms of
dollars spent. When the price of butter goes up, or when
unemployment increases, the amount of butter sold to the
consumer decreases, but the sales of oleomargarine increase.
This is due to the difference in price, oleomargarine cost of
production being much cheaper. Our problem is to protect
the dairy farmer by lessening the price difference and equal-
izing the competition. This object can be obtained by placing
a tax on oleomargarine sufficiently large so that the “spread”
in prices is practically wiped out.

The amount of oleomargarine sold last year in the United
States was equal to 7,413,431,046 pounds of milk, or the equiv-
alent of the production of 1,482,000 cows. The year before
there were 5,060,939,321 pounds of milk, or the equivalent of
the production of 1,012,000 cows. These figures are startling
and show us the menace our dairy farmer is facing.

In his message to Wisconsin farmers Kenneth W. Hones,
of the Farmers Equity Union, said:

Our main struggle is a dairy program that will put us on a level
with other basic commodities. The present dairy prices are a fair
example of what they would be if we had our own market for our-
selves 12 months in a year and not only 3. These prices will not
hold when foreign importation production starts coming in.

Let our slogan be “Home markets for American agricul-
ture.” [Applause.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PETTENGILL].

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, on page 16 of the bill
will be found an appropriation for the enforcement of the
Potato Act of 1935, the appropriation consisting of the pro-
ceeds arising from taxes imposed by that act, together with
the additional sum of $1,250,000. The latter sum, together
with the taxes which will be derived from the act, will
amount probably to about $1,300,000. Mr, Chairman, un-
less some member of the committee having precedence offers
a similar motion, I shall move during the reading of the
bill that this appropriation for the enforcement of the Po-
tato Act of 1935 be struck from the bill. [Applause.]

If it were simply a question of the wisdom of the bill,
while I disagreed with the majority who voted for the Po-
tato Act last summer, I would probably in that case be will-
ing that the act and the will of the majority be carried out;
but this is not now a question of the wisdom of legislation,
Since that time the United States Supreme Court in the
A. A. A, case has indicated without question of doubt in my
mind—and I do not believe there is a doubt in the mind of
anyone here—that the Potato Act of 1935 is unconstitutional
and will be so declared when a proper case involving that
act reaches the Court,




1936

Therefore, if that is true, any appropriation that we make
here is an illegal appropriation of money out of the Treasury
of the Unifed States, and I am not going to vote to expend
$1,300,000 to enforce an act which is clearly unconstitutional.

Mr. FIESINGER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PETTENGILL. Yes.

Mr. FIESINGER. When we were considering this bill in
the last session of Congress, was it not stated here generally
that there would be no expense to the Government in con-
nection with the administration of any processing tax?

Mr, PETTENGILL. I believe that stalement was made,
that the bill would finance itself, although I am not certain
about that.

Mr. FIESINGER. I think that statemenf was made here.
The gentleman said that if it had been the will of the ma-
jority, he would have gone along with the bill.

Mr. PETTENGILL. I said if it was a question purely of
the wisdom of the majority.

Mr. FIESINGER. I regarded the bill unconstitutional and
I am sure the gentleman did at that time and voted
against it.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Yes:; I voted against the bill.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETTENGILL. Yes.

Mr. LUDLOW. My colleague is an excellent lawyer and a
profound student of public affairs. I ask the gentleman
whether he has ever known or ever heard of a more vivid and
striking illustration of the intrusion of bureaucracy into the
rights of the peorle of this country than is exemplified by
this Potato Act.

Mr. PETTENGILL., I think the statutes of this Nation
will be searched in vain for anything that approaches it
along the line of the gentleman’s thought.

Mr. LUDLOW. Then I ask the gentleman if he does not
fervently hope that this Congress at this session will do the
right thing and repeal that law?

Mr, PETTENGILL. It should be repealed. I call my
friend’s attention to a statement on page 193 of the hearings,
which is a quotation from the President’s Budget message:

Likewlse, no estimate for administering the Potato Act has been
prepared, since it is believed this act should be amended along lines
to be recommended by the Secretary of Agriculture, and a supple-
mental estimate can then be transmitted.

On that ground, as well as the fact that I believe that
this is an illegal appropriation of money, we should defer
any appropriation for the enforcement of the act or any
act in substitution of it until the act is before us in accord-
ance with the recommendation of the President in his
Budget message.

While this matter is not political, and ought not to be
such, it ought to be stated to the country that the adminis-
tration was not in favor of the Potato Act of 1935. Secre-
tary Wallace declared himself against it. He was quoted
in the newspapers last fall as saying that in any proper way
he could he would see to it that the act was not enforced;
so, as I understand it, I am squarely in accord with the
views of the administration. And I think that the Demo-
cratic Members of this House, who are now being charged
before the country by the opposition press and the opposi-
tion speakers with having passed the most unpopular act in
many years, in justice to ourselves and the administration,
ought to take steps ourselves to remove that curse from us
at this time,

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. PETTENGILL., Yes.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I thought the administra-
tion was in favor of it and brought it over here and that is
the reason I voted for it. I thought the President and the
Secretary of Agriculture were in favor of that Potato Act.

Mr. PETTENGILL., The President and Secretary of
Agriculture were not in favor of the Potato Act.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I voted for it because I
thought the farmers were going to get some benefit from it.
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Mr. PETTENGILL. In any event the President in his
Budget message himself recommended no appropriation be
made to enforce it.

Mr. DONDERO. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETTENGILL. Yes; I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DONDERO. Just what influence was it that brought
that bill ‘before us on this floor at the last session of the
Congress?

Mr. PETTENGILL. The gentleman is as fully informed
on that subject as I am,

Mr. ENGEL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PETTENGILL. I yield.

Mr. ENGEL. If the President was not in favor of it, why
did he sign the bill? Why did he not veto it?

Mr. PETTENGILL. I cannot answer for the President, but
it was part of a much larger bill. The gentleman knows, and
I know, that we are all confronted frequently with a situa-
tion where we have to take a whole bill which includes items
which we do not want, or reject the entire bill in order to
reject items that we are not in favor of.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. PETTENGILL. I yield.

Mr. BLANTON. We will not violate any committee secrets
by stating that this appropriation is in' this present bill by
the narrow margin of only two votes. Is that not so?

Mr. PETTENGILL. I did not know what the fact was.

Mr. BLANTON. Well, that is the fact; it carried by the
narrow margin of two votes.

Mr. PETTENGILL. I did not know that was the fact, but I
think it is time for the House of Representatives to assume
the responsibility of standing upon the Constitution of the
United States until the Constitution is changed by the will of
the American people and our powers are extended by them
if that be their will.

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETTENGILL. I yield.

Mr. MAY. In view of the statement which the gentleman
just made about standing on the Constitution, what does the
gentleman think about the proposition of the A. A. A. deci-
sion of the Supreme Court and the effort to get around it
by providing subsidies, just exactly as they were under that
bill, and calling it “soil erosion”, rather than “crop control”?

Mr. PETTENGILL. I will cross that bridge when I come
to it, I may say to the gentleman. I have not yet seen the
new bill. I should like to say to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky, however, that I am thoroughly in favor of anything
that we can do, constitutionally, and can practically admin-
ister, to improve the condition of agriculture and bring it
into balance with industry. I am in favor of doing it, if we
can do it.

However, with reference to potatoes, which are distinct
from cotton and wheat, where we can actually count the
sheep as they go through the stile of the processing plant,
even if the condition of the potato grower is similar to the
position of the cotton grower, as far as he is concerned, at
the same time this bill is practically incapable of being
enforced because the commodity goes to the consumer in
exactly the condition as it came out of the ground, and it
would lead to the bootlegging of illegal potatoes by millions
of people.

Another thing, I may say to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Dunn~], who represents a district of a great city,
as I understand, potatoes are the poor man’s food. It is the
staff of life in millions of homes. Why should we now, when
they are struggling to get employment in the factories of
America, when they are struggling to get wages increased,
place upon millions of consumers in the great industrial
centers of America a tax upon the very necessity of life?
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Indi-
ana has expired.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
WarreN].
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Mr. WARREN, Mr. Chairman, the House has always
been so generous to me that I certainly would not let any
opportunity arise that would not make me equally frank
and fair with this body.

I am not here to argue the merits of the potato bill.
Much that has been said by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. PerreEnciiL] can be successfully refuted, and I may
state to him that his own State of Indiana has lately been
cooperating wholeheartedly on this measure. The same is
true of practically every State in the Union, for the Depart-
ment tells me that so far as the growers and those affected
by the bill are concerned, the opposition, if any, is now more
or less negligible. I realize that this bill has been made
the football of partisan politics. I realize the untruthful
statements that have gone out in some of the press through-
out the Nation, but I still say, and you Members who repre-
sent potato-growing sections know it, that it is earnestly
and ardently desired by the potato farmer, who has been
reduced to a state of absolute bankruptcy.

Mr, TABER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARREN. In just a moment, after I have developed
my thought a moment. Now, so much for that.

I frankly admit, after reading the decision of the Supreme
Court, that this bill would have no standing before the
Court, and it would therefore be declared invalid, were
there to be a test case. It is certainly on exactly the same
lines as the Bankhead bill and the Kerr-Smith bill. It was
my purpose, and I have consulted the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations and other members in charge
of the bill about it, that when we read the bill I would
offer an amendment which I understand is highly satis-
factory to them, which entirely disarms and hushes any-
thing that may have been said by the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. PETTENGILL] or anyone else. That amendment
would be to strike out the language contained in the bill
and substitute in lieu thereof this language:

urpose d disseminating useful informa-
tig.'lora:ll:le é)sts \li\'it.;:?I r‘t:;];:g:mtg ‘;Jli)tato procluctlo% and marketing
within the United States, there is hereby appropriated and made

available to the Secretary of Agriculture the sum of $1,000,000
for the fiscal year 1936.

Under the A. A. A. they had a personal history on every
farmer who was engaged in growing crops covered by the
A. A. A. Potatoes were made a basic commodity under the
A. A. A. They have full and complete information as to
the wheat grower, as to the tobacco grower, as to the corn
and peanut growers, and all other growers who are affected
by that act, but they do not have this information with
respect to potatoes, except for the States of Florida, Texas,
California, and, possibly, Louisiana.

They tell me that this information—the collection of these
data and the gathering of these statistics—is vital and neces-
sary and will fit in and dovetail with any program that might
later be adopted by Congress which would cover other crops
as well as potatoes.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield for a question?

Mr. WARREN. Yes.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Do I understand that the proposed
amendment which the gentleman has read, he himself in-
tends to offer as a substitute for the language on page 16
of the bill?

Mr. WARREN. That is correct. The gentleman will see
the amendment contains nothing for the enforcement of
the act, and this will carry the Department up to April 1
only; and this is all that will be asked for.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WARREN. I yield.

Mr. GILCHRIST. What has the gentleman to say as to
whether his amendment would be held in order if an
objection were made to it?

Mr. WARREN. I may say to the gentleman from Iowa
that I have investigated the matter and certainly do not
think any point of order against the amendment could be
sustained. The genfleman must remember that the law is
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now upon the statute books and is presumed to be consti-
tutional. It provides for the gathering of statistics, and
the appropriation in this bill would be for that purpose.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Would not this be legislation on an
appropriation bill?

Mr. WARREN. It would notf, not in any respect, because
at three different places the bill provides for the gathering
of statistics. Aside from that, and regardless of the bill
under discussion, there is already authority of law for the
Secretary of Agriculture to gather such information.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARREN. 1 yield.

Mr. DONDERO. Will the gentleman tell the House
whether the taxes imposed by the law would provide a fund
in addition to the money authorized by his amendment?

Mr. WARREN. That will be siricken out under the
amendment.

Mr. DONDERO. Under the gentleman’s amendment?

Mr. WARREN. Under the amendment I am offering that
would be entirely stricken out.

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARREN. I yield.

Mr. LUDLOW. I may say for the information of the
gentleman that the amount collected to date is $27,000.

Mr. WARREN. Reverting now to a statement made by
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PerrenciiL], I challenge
the gentleman to find anywhere in the Recorp that I ever
said—and I do not recall anybody else ever saying—that
this bill would finance itself. It was recognized that it
would be financed by an appropriation out of the Treasury,
as there have been appropriations for other crops since the
gentleman has been a Member of Congress, notably in the
case of cotton. It was felt that here was a crop worth
$300,000,000 annually in value for which nothing had been
done, that for 1 year only it could be financed out of the
Treasury.

I yield now to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
WapswoRTH].

Mr. WADSWORTH. I had desired to ask a question of
the gentleman with reference to a statement he made at the
beginning of his remarks. Perhaps I am going over ancient
history now, but the gentleman stated that the farmers in
the potato-growing regions were overwhelmingly in support
of this legislation. I may remind the gentleman—and I
know this from personal contact and experience—that the
Association of Potato Growers of the State of New York,
which State produces a very large tonnage of potatoes, in a
poll voted in the ratio of 70 to 30 against the Potato Control
Act,

Mr. WARREN. I said this, and I repeat it: That I am in-
formed by officials of the Department that within the last
month the bulk of the opposition—and I will include New
York in it—has practically disappeared, and that the farm-
ers were cooperating. One of the reasons, of course—and we
will talk a little ancient history now—I am sure one of the
reasons for that was the persuasive eloquence of the distin-
guished gentleman from New York, who has just interrogated
me and who openly, so I am informed, went around and
scoured the country preaching nullification. Maybe that had
something to do with it, but that is now beyond the mark. I
have frankly admitted my views, and I am offering to strike
out that section.

Mr. LUCKEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARREN. I yield.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 addi-
tional minutes to the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. LUCKEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to say fo the gen-
tleman that I come from an agricultural State, Nebraska;
and our farmers are absolufely opposed to this bill. Re-
peatedly I have been accosted and asked, “Well, LuckEy,
did you vote for that crazy potato bill?” No; I voted
against it.

When I came down here a few weeks ago I prepared a bill
to repeal this Potato Act. Then the Supreme Court ruled
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and I thought we were through with the Potato Act, but if
we are not through with it I shall introduce this bill and
push for the repeal of the Potato Act.

Mr. WARREN. Well, we are talking about something that
is now behind us. So far as my section is concerned and so
far as the neighboring State of Virginia is concerned, I know
that the farmers are wholeheartedly and unanimously in
favor of it; and that the decision of the Supreme Court on
the A. A, A. comes to them as a heavy blow.

Mr. COLE of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. WARREN. I yield.

Mr. COLE of Maryland. Should the amendment which
the gentleman has suggested be adopted, I understand the
$1,000,000 provided would be spent by the Department of
Agriculture under authority of the existing potato bill.

Mr. WARREN. It could be spent under that as the act is
presumed to be valid, and it could also be spent under author-
ity of existing law that gives the Secretary of Agriculture
such power,

Mr. COLE of Maryland. A bill which the gentleman con-
cedes to be unconstitutional.

Mr. WARREN. I have attempted to make the distinction.

Mr. COLE of Maryland. That is, in gathering information
and data from the farmers all over this country they would
be clothed with authority solely on a bill which the gentle-
man concedes to be unconstitutional.

Mr. WARREN. While the act is still presumed to be con-
stitutional until the Congress or the courts have acted, this
amendment does not depend at all for its parliamentary
correctness upon the Potato Act, as an appropriation for this
purpose is entirely warranted under the general powers of
the Department of Agriculture that have been unquestioned
from its inception and continuously exercised.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARREN. I yield to the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. PETTENGILL. I have read the gentleman’s proposed
amendment, and I note that he makes no reference at all to
the Potato Act of 1935. I therefore wonder if an appropria-
tion of a million dollars for the purpose of gathering this
information might stand on its own feet without being predi-
cated upon an unconstitutional act?

Mr. WARREN. I am positive that the amendment as
drawn is in order.

Mr, MAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARREN. I yield to the gentleman from EKentucky.

Mr. MAY, I think we spent some $3,000,000 last year in
taking a farm census. If I am not mistaken, one of the
questions submitted by the census gatherers under that bill
requested a list of the various crops. I am wondering why
we cannot get the information from this list without spending
additional money?

Mr. WARREN. I am told that the information cannot be
ascertained from those statistics because they did not ask
the information desired and that had nothing whatever to
do with the sale or marketing of potatoes. The amendment
I propose is both agreeable and satisfactory to those in
charge of the bill.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. CuLrin].

Mr, CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, our able colleague the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SauvreHOFF] has given a cor-
rect picture of the disastrous effect of these various trade
agreements upon the dairy industry. The House probably
knows, and if it does not know I wish to emphasize the fact
at this time that these treaties are made under almost the
sole auspices of Dr. Francis B, Sayre, a “free trade” professor.
I stated on the floor the other day that Professor Sayre was
an infernational economist and therefore philosophically un-
fitted for this post which he holds as arbiter over American
agriculture and American industry. I did not know at that
time that Professor Sayre was high in the graces of various
foreign governments and that he has been decorated by for-
eign governments more frequently than any other man in
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the American public service. I wish to read a list of those
decorations which the supreme arbiter over American agri-
culture and industry has received from various foreign gov-
ernments. They are as follows:

Created Phya Kalyan Maitri by the King of Siam, 1924;
awarded the Grand Cross of Crown of Siam, 1924; Grand
Cross of White Elephant, Siam, 1925; Grand Officier Order of
Orange-Nassau, Netherlands, 1925; Knight Grand Com-
mander, Chula Chom Klao, Siam, 1926; Commander, Order
of the Dannebrog, first class, Denmark, 1926; Grand Cross,
Royal Order of Isabel la Catolica, Spain, 1926; Grand Cross
of Order of Christ, Portugal, 1926; Commander, Order of
St. Olav, first class, Norway, 1927; Grand Cross, Order of
Crown of Italy, 1927; Grand Officier de la Legion d’Honneur,
France, 1929,

In addition to these decorations, which speak most vigor-
ously concerning the successful infernationalism of Professor
Sayre, it is interesting to know that he has written a book
entitled “Experiment in International Administration.”

The inference from all this, Mr. Chairman, is that not only
Professor Sayre’s head but his heart is across the seas.
His allegiance is not to America, not to the American farmer,
or to the American manufacturer. His allegiance is to all
the world, and in these days, when, unfortunately interna-
tionalism is so vigorous throughout the world, it is regrettable
that we should have denatured Americanism at the helm in
the making of these treaties which go to the economic and
culfural well-being of our people, and to the very existence
of America itself. In such a position, may I say to the
House that Professor Sayre is more dangerous to American
agriculture and American industry than all the rest of the
administration “brain trusters” combined, from Wallace to
Tugwell and on down.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CULKIN. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Is it not a violation of the American
Constitution to receive these decorations without the consent
of Congress? And will the gentleman from New York per-
mit me to recall article I section 9 of the Constitution of the
United States, which provides that “No title of nobility shall
be granted by the United States, and no person holding any
office of profit or trust under them shall, without the consent
of the Congress, accept of any present, emolument, office, or
title of any kind whatever, from any king, prince, or foreign
state.”

Foreign governments are hanging all sorts of decorations,
ribbons, and what nots upon uncounted numbers of so-called
Americans. It seems to me this helps very materially to
soften the Amcricanism of these individuals and tends to
make them foreign-minded. In my opinion we ought to
make an ead of this.

Mr, CULKIN. I do not think that applies here because
Professor Sayre entered the international field years ago, and
for his internationalism received these different decorations,
prior to his entering the American public service.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 min-
ute to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. KENNEY].

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Chairman, I am surprised to hear
the gentleman’s reference to Professor Sayre. I, as one
Member of this House, would have to learn more facts than
the general implications that are made by the gentleman
before I could believe there was any foundation in fact for
the statements of the gentleman.

I went to college with Professor Sayre. He is a graduate
of Williams College, than which there is no better in this
land. [Applause.] Never has a graduate of that college,
in my time or any other time, given allegiance to any coun-
try other than his own while he held himself out to be and
was an American citizen. Sayre is as good an American
citizen as any Member of this Congress. He studied and
absorbed the principles and traditions of Williams College—
fundamental Americanism—under President Garfield, a son
of President Garfield, a former President of the United
States. Francis B. Sayre is grounded in Americanism.

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr, CuLKIN].

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, if this were a court of law,
I would move to strike out the statement of the last witness
as being purely a self-serving declaration and incompetent,
irrelevant, and immaterial.

I prescribe for my distinguished friend from New Jersey,
for whom I have great admiration, a reading of Professor
Sayre’s book entitled “Experiments in International Admin-
istration”, and also a reading of his recent book, “America
Must Act.” If he reads these he will, I am sure, agree with
me that we should have a vigorous national at the helm in
the making of these treaties prior to the Supreme Court
setting them aside. The distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey will also agree, after such a course of reading, that
Professor Sayre, with his peculiar views, is no man to make
over America. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, ELLENBOGEN].

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. Mr, Chairman, I want to confine my
remarks to that part of the pending deficiency appropria-
tion bill which, on page 16, provides an appropriation of
$1,250,000 and certain taxes for the enforcement of the po-
tato bill. I am very happy that I was preceded on this floor
by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PeErTENGILL] and the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Warrexn], and I want
to congratulate the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Warren] on his statesmanship in proposing an amendment
to cut out the appropriation to enforce the Potato Act. If
Mr. WarreN had not offered to sponsor such an amendment,
I would have offered an amendment to strike out all appro-
priations of money for the enforcement of the Potato Act.

A study of the A. A. A. decision of the Supreme Court
should convince everyone that the Potato Act is unconstitu-
tional; and now that the sponsor of the Potato Act, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. WArRrReN] has so stated on
the floor of the House, there should not be anyone in the
Congress who would deny it.

Inasmuch as the gerntleman from North Carolina [MTr.
Warren] himself will sponsor such cn amendment, I do not
believe it will be very difficult to carry the amendment, and
there is no need of making any argument for it. However,
I should like to add to the amendment which Mr., WARREN
expects to offer a provision that no appropriation hereto-
fore made or carried in this bill shall in any manner be used
to enforce the provisions of the potato bill. I believe that
the appropriation that the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Warren] desires for the study and collection of infor-
mation and data on the production and marketing of po-
tatoes can be passed without any regard to the provisions
of the Potato Control Act. However, this is not enough.
Now that we know that the act is unconstitutional, why
should we wait until it goes to the Supreme Court.

Even before the decision of the Supreme Court was ren-
dered in the A. A. A. case on January 6, I introduced a bill,
H. R. 9665, to repeal the Potato Act, and I hope the gentle-
man from North Carolina will join me in passing this bill.
Our hands are tied, Mr. Chairman, when we deal with an
appropriation bill; but I hope we can have the unanimous
support of the gentlemen who are particularly interested in
the Potato Act to repeal that act; and after we repeal that
act, if they have any proposition to make in regard to pota-
toes, we shall certainly be willing to give it most careful and
sympathetic consideration.

Mr. WARREN. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. I will be very pleased to yield to the
distinguished gentleman.

Mr. WARREN. Along the same line of reasoning of the
gentleman, would he be in favor of repealing the Guffey
coal bill?

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. I may say to the gentleman that
neither the A. A. A. decision nor the N. R. A. decision passes
at all on the question of the constitutionality of the Guffey
coal bill.
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Mr. WARREN. The gentleman means that in his opinion,
they do not.

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. That is my opinion, but not only
mine. Lawyers who have studied the question have held
that in view of certain dicta in the majority opinion in
the A. A. A. case, the Guffey bill may well stand the test
of the Supreme Court.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. I will be very pleased to yield to my
distinguished colleague.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Is it not a fact that the
potato bill did a great deal of good for the poor farmer?

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. The potato bill has not yet been fully
enforced, but it was reported to us that it would help the
farmers and the consumers, and I know the gentleman from
North Carolina had the best intentions toward the farmers,
as well as the city consumers, when he proposed that bill.

Mr. WARREN. The gentleman is entirely incorrect with
respect to the enforcement of that bill. It has been enforced
and all the Florida crop was sold under it.

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. It has been enforced with respect to
Florida and California, and that is what prompts me to say
to the gentleman from North Carolina that we must have a
provision in this bill, in additon to his amendment, which
will prohibit further enforcement of a statute which he con-
siders himself unconstitutional.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. I yield. .

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Is it not also a fact that the
otl:‘;es v;ho were opposed to the potato bill were the big chain
stores

Mr. ELLENBOGEN. It has been so represented to us, and
that was one of the arguments advanced for its e,

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. That is one of the reasons
I voted for the bill. I believed it would benefit the poor
farmers.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 min-
utes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fabpis].

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, in his endeavor to launch
his one-man campaign for the position of Vice President on
the Republican ticket this fall, Ex-Governor Pinchotf, of
Pennsylvania, has requested Senator Borax to conduct an
investigation regarding politics in relief. According to the
Associated Press, Ex-Governor Pinchot, once named by Ex-
Senator David A. Reed as a “common scold”, and by Attor-
ney General Charles Margiotti as “the man on the flying
trapeze”, both titles being appropriate, says, “This embez-
zlement of public funds for politics is a fraud upon both the
man on relief and the taxpayer.”

Mr. Pinchot, the ultravirtuous, under whose political skirts
hovered such characters as Coyne, Clark, McClure, and
Salus, all State senators under his regime, all of whom have
either been indicted, convicted, or disbarred for miscarriage
of justice! Mr. Pinchot, that archdeacon of nonpartisan-
ship, under whose regime the relief situation of Pennsylvania
was the most gigantic political racket ever known! What
unmitigated gall Mr. Pinchot must have to criticize work
relief in Pennsylvania, when both the reemployment and
the relief are functioning under the same set-up which he
effected while Governor of Pennsylvania.

What a man to cry “wolf” when under his administra-
tion more than 100 of the 114 trustees of the 14 State teach-
ers’ colleges were Republicans. Mr. Pinchot, who dismissed
men who had been responsible for the splendid system of
game conservation and restoration of Pennsylvania, men
who had given their time and efforts to their State for $1
per year, because they disagreed with him upon prohibition.
Mr. Pinchot, under whose administration it was impossible
to get an honest count of the votes cast in Pennsylvania.
Mr. Pinchot, under whose administration the State highway
employees were ordered out en masse to work on election
day to deliver Republican votes to the polls in State cars.
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Mr. Pinchot, who while Governor of Pennsylvania was
a candidate at the primaries for United States Senator in
1934 and had such orders as the following issued, the orig-
inals of which are in Harrisburg:

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS,

DIRECTIONS FOR RECEPTION FOR GOVERNOR AT WILKES-BARRE, PA., ON
THURSDAY, OCTOEER 4, 1934

1. All cars will meet at the Lackawanna County courthouse at
Scranton, Pa., on the Adams Avenue side, at 6:30 p. m.

2. Report personally to superintendent, or assistant superintend-
ent.

3. Caravan will proceed to Luzerne County courthouse, Wilkes-

Barre.

4. Reception for Governor Pinchot will be held at Hotel Sterling
in Wilkes-Barre at 7:30 p. m.

5. All caretakers, foremen, pushers, timekeepers, truck drivers,
rented truck owners, office help, and assistant superintendent will
attend this meeting.

6. The names of all your men and any other persons making up
your party are to be submitied in writing to this office on Friday,

October 5.
7. All manner of work will be shut down at noon on Thursday in

order that all may be on hand to accompany pilgrimage to Wilkes-
Barre.

An order which is as exact, explicit, and mandatory as the
battle order of an army corps. Senator Borarm should re-
member that in the general election in Pennsylvania, Pin-
chot’s battle ery was, “I cannot stand Gurrey.” Senator
Borag should also remember that the election returns of the
preceding primaries had proven that the people of Pennsyl-
vania could and would not stand Pinchot, and the returns of
the general election proved that Pennsylvania could and
would stand Gurrey. Clearly, Governor Pinchot’s latest
utterances show him to still deserve the titles “common
scold” and “the man on the flying trapeze.”

Why, under Mr. Pinchot’s regime no man could secure a job
of laboring on the State roads unless he signed a blank obli-
gating himself to support the policies of Mr. Pinchot.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Is this the same Governor
Pinchot the gentleman speaks of who after a police officer in
Cresson, Camden County, had raided a miner’s house and
found a couple of drinks of whisky in a bottle and then as-
saulted the man and afterward was convicted in the criminal
court and sentenced by Judge Evans to the penitentiary, is
this the same Governor who immediately pardoned him and
then the man went to Allegheny County and killed a man?

Mr, FADDIS. I do not recollect that incident, but many
such occurred while Mr. Pinchot was Governor.

Mr. DORSEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr. DORSEY. Is it not true that the party he criticizes as
the head of this bunch was appointed upon Governor Pin-
chot’s recommendation?

Mr. FADDIS. Yes.

Mr. MORITZ. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr, MORITZ. Is it not true that this Governor Pinchot
faked his way through two elections as the foe of utilities
and then turned out to be the best friend they ever had?

Mr. FADDIS. Yes; he was successful in it.

Mr. CREAL. Is it not a fact that there were numerous
convictions of fraud and corruption under the administration
of Governor Pinchot and has he ever repudiated the con-
nection?

Mr. FADDIS. Not that I know of.

Mr, BOLAND. Is it not a fact that under the administra-
tion of Governor Pinchot there were padded pay rolls, and
that trucks were paid for that never were furnished?

Mr. FADDIS. I understand so. It has been generally
told, and has never been successfully refuted, Mr. Pinchot,
in a recent letter to President Roosevelt, charges that Edward
Jones, W. P, A. administrator for Pennsylvania, went so far
as to permit the employment of two men in the W. P. A.
statistical area of Philadelphia through a private employ-
ment agency. The fact is, however, that Mr. Jones had no
jurisdiction over that matter, and that the man in charge
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of it was appointed by Mr. Hopkins upon the recommenda-
tion of Mr. Pinchot when he was Governor of Pennsylvania,
and is a holdover from that time, By his indictment of this
man Mr, Pinchot has indicted himself.

Clearly Governor Pinchot'’s latest utterances show him to
still be entitled to deserve the titles “common scold” and
“the man on the flying trapeze.”

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Is it not true that this Gov-
ernor Pinchotf, of Pennsylvania, was elected Governor and
held that high office because of the billingsgate lambasting
that he gave the Republican organization in Pennsylvania?

Mr. FADDIS. That is true; and that is why I want to
warn the Republicans that when he starts a one-man cam-
paign he is a dangerous man. Twice he has defeated the
Republican machine in Pennsylvania in a one-man campaign,
and he is liable to defeat the national Republican machine
in the same way.

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Is it not true that this Gov=
ernor Pinchot is about to run away with the Pennsylvania
delegation to the Republican National Convention in support
of Senator Boran?

Mr. FADDIS. If seems that way. He has always been a
foxy politician.

Mr. GINGERY. And is it not true that Governor Pinchot
never lived in Pennsylvania, but that he held a residence
in Washington?

Mr. FADDIS. That is true, except when he has State
political aspirations. He is a resident of Washington at the
present time, I see by the papers.

Mr. TABER. Mr., Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, DITTER].

Mr, DITTER. Mr. Chairman, apparently my Democratic
colleagues from Pennsylvania are having a field day today.
Lest, however, there be any misunderstanding either on the
part of good, stanch Republicans on this side of the House
or on the part of any of the brethren from other States on
the Democratic side of the House, I direct the attention of
the membership to the fact that my genial colleague’s in~
dictment is an indictment against Governor Pinchot, and
it is not an indictment against regular Republicans in
Pennsylvania.

Mr, FADDIS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DITTER. Not at present, May I further admonish
those of you who seem to take a peculiar delight in the
statements of the gentleman from Pennsylvania with re-
spect to the late Governor, that during the early days of
the present national administration the former Governor of
Pennsylvania, Mr. Pinchot, was a very welcome guest, and
there seemed fo be much in common between the President
and the former Governor of Pennsylvania? If there are
any causes for complaint with respect to the Governor's
tenure, so far as C. W. A. or P. W. A, or any of those
machinations and movements looking toward the gathesing
of the clan at the Lucerne courthouse, referred to by my
distinguished Democratic colleague, they were political les-
sons that were probably learned from his infimacy with
his Democratic friend. I am also convinced that the present
incumbent of the Governor’s chair in Harrishurg has cer=
tainly far exceeded the wildest ambitions of the former
Governor with respect to such movements and machina~
tions. Now it is not a custom fo have highway workmen
contribute only at election time.

The program now is that the contributions must be made
monthly. Otherwise there be a chance of either dismissal
of the employee or that he might die so that the funds
that should fall into the Democrafic coffers would not be
forthcoming. I stand here today well satisfied that any=-
thing my genial friend said who spoke immediately preced-
ing me, was purely a personal indictment against M.,
Pinchot and that he directed nothing against regular Re=
publicanism in Pennsylvania. .

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DITTER. I must always yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BOLAND. I will not embarrass the gentleman at all,

Mr. DITTER. Oh, I have no fear of that. He is too
gracious to attempt it, and he could not if he would.
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Mr. BOLAND. The gentleman referred to Mr. Pinchot
as the “late” Governor, I presume he meant politically?

Mr. DITTER. The “former” Governor would have been
better.

Mr. BOLAND. But the gentleman did say the “late”
Governor. I think he meant politically?

Mr. DITTER. May I answer the gentleman by saying
that with respect to the present Governor it is not a matter
of being late, but never there. And, by the way, may I
say further to my genial friend from the coal regions, that
he knows that I happen to be the present Governor's
Congressman.

Mr. BOLAND. But the gentleman will admit that he is
probably the best Governor that the State of Pennsylvania
has ever had.

Mr. DITTER. Only in the minds of those who have been
deluded like my friend or who have no sense of real values.
° Mr. BOLAND. And yet I imagine a majority of the people
of Pennsylvania appreciate the fact that Governor George
Earle is the best Governor Pennsylvania has ever had.

Mr, DITTER. And may I say that of course we are fre-
quently subject to certain powers that determine what our
opinions may be, and that I recognize the gentleman is
required to express fealty and pledge loyalty to the present
Governor, and that he is not expressing his real personal
opinion. 3

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania.
gentleman yield?

Mr. DITTER. Yes.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Is it not a fact that Governor
Earle has sponsored more humanitarian legislation than
many of his predecessors, such as old-age pensions and
unemployment insurance?

Mr. DITTER. In my opinion, the outstanding and real
humanitarian legislation in Pennsylvania—and I believe the
gentleman will agree with me in this—was when Pennsyl-
vania started on a program of workmen’s compensation when
in many States workmen’s-compensation laws were neither
popular nor approved.

I stand here alone today as a Republican from Pennsyl-
vania. [Laughter.] I am willing to accept all of the
challenges that come from my Democratic brethren, but I
want to warn them that they should talk during this session,
for certainly their tenure is in danger as far as next year is
concerned, when Pennsylvania is going to be Republican.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. Oh, no; it will not.

Mr. DITTER. May I say to the gentleman with respect
to the humanitarian legislation that I believe the present
Governor might have made gestures and overtures for the
purpose of political expediency, trying to win around to him
those who were prompted by humanitarian appeals.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I should like to make a
statement here,

Mr. DITTER. I hope the gentleman will not take all my
time.

Mr. DUNN of Pennsylvania. I will see that the gentleman
gets more time. I can prove and substantiate the statement
I made. For example, let us take the pension for the blind
in the State of Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania has one of the
greatest laws for pensions for the blind in the United States,
and it came under the Democrats, although I will say the
Republicans supported the bill, but Governor Earle was the
man who sponsored the bill.

Mr. DITTER. Now, I wish the gentleman would make his
speech in his own time. I will answer the gentleman by
saying that probably even with reference to the present
Governor it might be said that “some good might even come
out of Nazareth.”

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield
for an inquiry?

Mr. DITTER. I do not have much time.

Earlier in the day the distinguished gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BranTon] sought to indicate to the House a
connection between communistic efforts and character edu-
cation in the District of Columbia. To my mind, there is

Mr. Chairman, will the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 22

absolutely no connection between the two. The only basis on
which the gentleman presented that plea to the House was
the basis that the man who is one of the lecturers here in
the District happened to be identified, in a lecturing capacity,
with one of the universities of Moscow. The gentleman indi-
cated that there was the possibility of a new philosophy of
education being taught under Dr. Ballou’s direction. No-
where in his remarks and, to my mind, nowhere in the
hearings, is there any warrant for claiming that the char-
acter-education program in the District of Columbia is in any
way tied up with the communistic program. I am in hearty
accord with the gentleman, as far as his campaign and
crusade against communism is concerned. I take no issue
with him on that, but I do take issue with him when he tries
to indicate that character education in the District has no
value, on the ground that it has a communistic taint. I will
be with him all the way through on his program of anti-
communism, butf I differ with him when he definitely tries to
lay at Dr. Ballou’s door, in connection with his character-
education program, any communistic efforts. Would that
the distinguished gentleman from Texas were as zealous
in removing communistic philosophy from the program of
the New Deal as he is in his efforts in the District of
Columbia schools.

Now, to direct my attention to that which I really intended
to say when I was allotted my time before this field day of
Pinchotism broke forth.

The deficiency appropriation bill now before the House
includes an appropriation of $1,250,000 to the Secretary of
Agriculture for carrying into effect the provisions of the
notorious Potato Act of 1935. Because of the widespread
and vociferous objections to the attempted curtailment of
potato production by Federal fiat, doubt was expressed for
a time of the advisability of attempting an enforcement of
the legislation. It was thought that a policy might be pur-
sued with this measure similar to the one taken by Post-
master General Farley in nullifying the provisions of the
Public Utility Holding Company Act. For certain obvious
reasons the Postmaster General decided that it would not
be expedient to compel a compliance with certain mandatory
provisions of the utility measure, and by formal order an-
nounced that he did not intend to comply with the require-
ments of the statute. While the unique and unprecedented
nullification of an act of Congress by a Cabinet member,
probably with Executive approval, startled those who still
cherished the hope that we lived under a government of
laws and not a government of men, nevertheless it was
urged by some of the New Deal strategists to venture a
similar hazardous course on the Potato Act and nullify it
rather than invite the wrath and condemnation of the army
of potato protestants. Apparently a deaf ear was turned to
the storm of righteous indignation raised by the defenders
of a “sterile morality of individualism” in potato growing,
and the Triple A, more recently labeled a “cripple A” by
the Supreme Court, determined to exercise in the potato
field the prerogatives and powers of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act. It was decreed that potatoes must be laid
side by side with wheat and corn and cotton and suckling
pigs on the altar of the gods of rigid regulation and regi-
mentation.

We are now called upon to appropriate more than a million
dollars to administer for 2 months the obnoxious and de-
nounced Potato Act, and for the collection of taxes under
that publicly rejected invasion of personal rights. Were my
objections to the appropriation limited to the protests voiced
in my district against regimenting potato growers, I might
be confronted with the argument that the Potato Act is a
part of the existing law and that Congress should provide
the means to prevent nullifications whether by Postmasters
General or Secretaries of Agriculture. In this case such an
argument, however, is untenable. My objection to the ap-
propriation goes beyond the question of potato control. It
is based on the propriety of appropriating public money for
purposes which are clearly indicated to be unconstitutional.
In the light of the opinion of the Supreme Court delivered
by Justice Roberts on January 6 of this year, no reasonable
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and intelligent man can have any doubt of the fate awaiting
the Potato Act. It is unconstitutional.

The act is a part of the general agricultural program of
the present administration. It operates on the theory of
curtailing production to increase prices. It attempts to
justify the proposition that the less you produce the more
you are worth. Mr, J. B. Hutson, Director of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Administration, appeared before the com-
mittee to attempt to justify the appropriation. In spite of
the efforts of the Director to deny that the Potato Act
sought to control the production of potatoes, its purpose is
plainly manifest. In fact, he admitted that an allotment is
made to a farmer of the potatoes which he may produce
during a given period and that he is required to pay the tax
on all potatoes over the allotment. As was well said by the
chairman of the committee, “It is an effort to regulate
production by a tax.”

Certainly the words of Justice Roberts in the Agricultural
Adjustment Act case apply with equal force here:

The statute not only avows an aim foreign to the procurement of
revenue for the support of government, but by its operation shows

the exaction laid upon processors to be the necessary means for
the intended control of agricultural production.

A further reading of this convincing opinion brings before
us these significant statements applicable here, as in the
case before the Court when the opinion was rendered:

The powers of taxation and appropriation extend only to matters
of national as distinguished from local welfare. * * * The act
invades the reserved rights of the States. It is a statutory plan to
regulate and control agricultural production, a matter beyond the
powers delegated to the Federal Government. The tax, the appro-
priation of the funds raised, and the direction for their disburse-
ment are but parts of the plan. They are but means to an
unconstitutional end.

The memory of the self-assertiveness of the American
people when the Potato Act was passed and the vehement
declarations opposing the measure which were heard on all
sides lends added force to that part of the opinion bearing
on the question of the voluntary cooperation of those upon
whom the act seeks to forge its chains:

The regulation is not in fact voluntary. The farmer, of course,
may refuse to comply, but the price of such refusal is the loss of
benefits. The amount offered is intended to be sufficient to exert
pressure on him to agree to the proposed regulation,

The power to confer or withhold unlimited benefits is the power
to coerce or destroy * * *, It is clear that the Department
of Agriculture has properly described the plan as one to keep a
noncooperating minority in line. This is coercion by economic
pressure * * * Af best, it is a scheme for purchasing with
Federal funds submission to Federal regulation of a subject re-
served to the States * * *  An appropriation to be expended
by the United States under contracts calling for violation of a
State law clearly would offend the Constitution. Is a statute
less objectionable which authorizes e tures of Federal moneys
to induce action in a field in which the United States has no
power to intermeddle? The Congress cannot invade State juris-
diction to compel individual action; no more can it purchase such
action * * *  Congress has no power to enforce its com-
mands on the farmer to the ends sought by the Agricultural
Adjustment Act.

What justification can be found for the appropriation of
more than a million dollars for clearly unconstitutional
activities by a governmental agency for the next 2 months?
How much it would require for a year’s unconstitutional
excursion in the fields of potato growing can be readily
calculated.

The possibilities of profligacy and extravagance in con-
nection with the administration and enforcement of the
Potato Act can best be ascertained by a reference to the
hearings. The Director made the startling confession that
the probable revenue from the measure would be $200,000
for a year, and that the cost for only a fraction of a year to
collect this amount would be a million dollars. It was
roughly estimated that the cost might reach $10,000,000 a
year. The estimate for the year, however, is not before us.
The request for $1,250,000 for 2 months is before us. What
are our dufies? Have we an obligation to those who provide
the funds for the Public Treasury, the taxpayers? Have
we so lost our realization of values in talking about billions
that an unconstitutional appropriation of $1,250,000 makes
no impression upon us?

No reason or excuse can be found to justify this appro-
priation. It has no place in the present appropriation bill,
It is a gratuity to the Agricultural Adjustment Administra-
tion for the purpose of raising false hopes in the hearts of
the farmers, and to continue in office a retinue of faithful
political appointees where civil-service status is not a requi-
site. It contemplates $10,000,000 to be spent annually for
unconstitutional interference with the personal rights of
the people. It is the cost of maintaining and operating just
another extravagant experiment.

We have a duty, an obligation, to reject this raid on the
Treasury of the United States by eliminating $1,250,000 for
potato control from this bill. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. DrrTer] has expired.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. RoesioN].

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, this appro-
priation bill carries $1,250,000 to carry out the provisions of
the Potato Act of 1935. The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Warren], who is the author of the potato bill, states
that he offered an amendment striking out the $1,250,000 and
substituting therefor $1,000,000.

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes.

Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman said, as I understood
him, “an additional million dollars.” Did the gentleman
understand that it was in substitution for the $1,250,000?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes. The amendment by
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. WaRREN] proposes
to substitute $1,000,000 for the study of the potato and potato
business.

In going through my district last year I spoke at many
places and met a great many people. I received many in-
quiries from individuals and from audiences as to how I had
voied on the potato-tax bill. I voted against it, and so
stated. I do not know of any measure that has been passed
since I have been a Member of Congress that has been so
unpopular in my district with the farmers and the people
generally as this potato bill. At the time it was up for
consideration in the House last summer I could not see how
it could be constitutional. It seems to me that a casual
reading of the Constitution would convince anyone of its
unconstitutionality. Furthermore, I could not see how it
could serve any useful purpose.

The great Federal Government, in violation of the Con-
stitution, disregarded the rights of the citizens in giving a
lot of bureaucrats the right to say whether or not any citi-
zen could raise a few potatoes without first going before
some Government officer and making a declaration as to
what land and how much he intended to plant to potatoes,
and get a license from this bureaucrat to do so. Now if
any farmer, gardener, or liftle truck-patch man or woman
should fail to secure such license and produces more than
5 bushels of potatoes for sale and should attempt to sell
more than 5 bushels, he or she would come under the con-
demnation of this fantastic and obnoxious law, and potato
growers under the law would be required to put their pota-
toes in containers of certain shapes and dimensions and
place a stamp thereon, and if the potato raiser should violate
this law he would be subject to a heavy fine and prison
sentence. Not only that but the person who bought his
potatoes would be subject to the same fine, and furthermore,
a person knowing of any violation of this law by the potato
growers, or by the person who bought potatoes would also
be subject to a heavy fine and prison sentence.

In all the history of this country no such fantastic, unfair
measure was ever put through Congress. If not only violated
the constitutional rights of the citizens of this country, but
was ridiculous to the extreme. It was well known before the
recent decision of the Supreme Court on the A. A. A. that
this act is unconstitutional, It is now admitted by all that
whenever this measure comes before the Supreme Court i
will be knocked into a cocked hat.

My friend from North Carolina, Mr. Warren, by his
amendment, wants Congress to authorize the expenditure of
a million dollars to investigate the potato and potato busi=
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ness. The Department of Agriculture has been investigating
and advising about the potato and potato business for many,
many years. During my years of service here bulletins have
always been available on every feature of potato growing and
potato business. We are now taking an agricultural census,
spending a tremendous sum of money, giving employment
to thousands and thousands of good Democratic politicians.
I am sure that they have and will inquire about the potato
business. The Department of Agriculture was so well in-
formed about the potato business that it recently was able
to make allotments for every State in the Union under this
fool Potato Act.

This million dollars is taking that much of the taxpayers’
money to give more jobs to the bureaucrats and Democratic
politicians. We are spending $12,000,000 a day more than
we are taking in in the way of taxes and other revenues. In
other words, the Government is going in debf more than
$12,000,000 every day. The Government deficits are grow-
ing by leaps and bounds., It amounts to approximately
$4,000,000,000 a year; yet here is a proposal to throw another
million dollars at the birds. Think of it: the New Dealers
pushing through Congress this unconstitutional act pro-
viding for a tax of 45 cents on the bushel. If this should be
allowed to stand, about the next move would be to require
each potato to be wrapped in tissue paper or enclosed in
celophane. This ridiculous, fantastic measure gives the
country some idea of the extent we are being carried by the
follies of the “brain trusters” of this administration.

DISABLED VETERANS ARE BEING NEGLECTED

There is another matter to which I desire to call attention
in this bill. Some time ago the Federal Government erected
a neuropsychiatric hospital at Lexington, Ky., to take care of
the mental cases of veterans in Kentucky. This hospital
made provision for only 256 beds. It was soon filled. It now
has 286 disabled veterans—30 more than its capacity. There
are approximately 400 other disabled veterans in Kentucky
who require this treatment and care.

Mr. C. N. Florence, chairman of the hospital committee of
the American Legion of Kentucky, in a letter to me urged
that the capacity of this facility be increased from 260-bed
institution to that of a 560-bed facility. Enlargement of the
facility at Lexington was likewise urged by Mrs. John Gil-
mour, president, American Legion Auxiliary, Department of
Kentucky; Mr. G. Lee McClain, of the Kentucky Disabled
Ex-Service Men's Board; Man O'War Post; and many other
veterans’ organizations of this state have been strongly urg-
ing this same relief for the veterans at this facility at
Lexington.

I am advised that there are now more than 100 insane vet-
erans in Kentucky on the hospital waiting list. There are
more than 400 insane veterans in Kentucky in State institu-
tions because there is no room for them in the veterans' hos-
pital. It can be seen at once the urgent need of the enlarge-
ment of the facility at Lexington for the care of our insane
veterans. We have had this matter up a number of times
with the Veterans’ Administration, and from what was said
by them we were lead to believe that this deficiency bill would
carry an appropriation that would take care of this situation.
It has been pointed out that additional beds are being sup-
plied at the hospital at Danville, Ill.,, but that institution
serves a number of States, and the proposed addition there
will not take care of the insane veterans of those States. The
Lexington, Ky., facility is the smallest of its kind of any State
in the Union.

We must not neglect those who defended us and who are
not now mentally capable of taking care of themselves. May
1 strongly urge those who are in charge of these appropria-
tion bills and may I also strongly urge the Veterans’ Admin-
istration to provide this needed relief at Lexington, Ky.

I wish to point out another matter that I have discovered.
I found a number of instances in my district where the
insane veterans had married some years ago. At the time
they became insane they had wives and children. These
veterans, being totally and permanently disabled, under the
law are allowed $30 per month. The families of the veterans
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to which I refer own no property and have no means of
earning or providing support, except what they may receive
of the veteran’s pension of $30 per month.

It was brought to my attention that the Veterans’ Admin-
istration requires the clothing of these insane veterans to be
paid for out of this $30 per month. In one particular
case the authorities at the facility at Lexington had bought
two suits of clothes within a period of 6 or 8 months., Each
of these suits of clothes took up almost a month’s pension.
The cost of the other clothing was very considerable, so that
very little was left for the wife and children, and they must
go without food, clothing, and shelter, or be provided for out
of relief funds, and because of the fact that the veteran
draws a pension they cannot secure relief. I cannot under-
stand why an insane man should require so many suits of
clothes. If he does, this great Government of ours ought
to provide for clothing and not take these few dollars away
from the poor wives and young children. I understand that
the Veterans’ Administration and those in charge of these
hospitals insist they are forced to do this because of the
Economy Act and the regulations issued thereunder by the
President.

The administration and our Democratic friends in control
of the committees dealing with these problems should report
a measure that will correct this condition. This neglect of
the insane veterans of Kentucky and their families should be
corrected at the earliest date possible.

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky. I yield.

Mr. KNUTSON. The Democrats no doubt feel that Ken-
tucky is in the bag, so why should they spend any money in
Kentucky when there are so many States that are not safely
in the bag?

Mr, ROBSION of Kentucky. Af some future time I shall
give the facts and tell how the Democrats got it in the bag
last fall by relief money, bribery, and intimidation.

Mr. KNUTSON, Whoever heard of giving bait to a fish
after it was in the boat?

Mr. MORITZ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I yield.

Mr. MORITZ. The gentleman is not blaming all his diffi-
culties entirely on the Democrats is he?

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Why, yes.

Mr. MORITZ. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KNUT-
son] voted for the potato bill, as did Mr. BREwsTER. There
is no more bitter enemy of the Democratic Party than Mr.
KNUTSON.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. However that may be, the
Republicans are not responsible for this obnoxious potato-tax
bill. The Republicans never would have conceived anything
so foolish as that. The potato-tax bill came from the “brain
trusters” and not the Republicans. [Applause.]

Mr, TABER. Mr, Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. WapswoRTHI.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, it is with a great
deal of hesitancy that I give even the appearance of tortur-
ing this subject which has been discussed by several of the
members of the committee; that is, the subject of the lowly
spud.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield for a brief observation?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield.

Mr. PETTENGILL. Does the gentleman believe that the
eyes of the potatoes of the Nation are now upon us?
[Laughter.]

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; and they are full of tears.
[Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, it is true, as the gentleman from North
Carolina has stated, that I protested against this enactment
publicly upon more than one occasion during the recent
autumn months. My protest was on all fours with the pro-
test which I made futilely here on the floor of the House
when the Bankhead cotton-control bill was before us. I
have not attempted to discuss the constitutional feature.
My opposition to this sort of legislation, I may say, is in-
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stinctive. It arises, perhaps, from my sense of rebellion
against the employment of force by the Government against
a citizen who is endeavoring to earn an honest living.
Whether the Government has such power, I, a layman, am
not competent to say. I very much doubt it; but whether
it has the power or not, I shall ever protest against its
employment.

Let us look at this law which is upon the statute books.
I am not content to wait for a decision by the Supreme
Court. Under its provisions, if I recollect them correctly,
no person in the United States may produce and sell more
than 5 bushels of potatoes in this next crop year without
the permission of the Secretary of Agriculture. Permission,
under the terms of the act, is to be evidenced by the grant-
ing of an allotment to any person who desires to sell more
than that number of bushels. I have been told, during the
interval between the adjournment of the last session and
the convening of this session, that some authority has been
found somewhere in this law to increase that 5-bushel limi-
tation to 50 bushels, but I am not certain about that. Even
if that were so, however, I protest against it as a matter
of principle just as strenuously as I would protest against
the 5-bushel limitation. An allotment having been made
to a man who wants to produce, we will say, 10 bushels,
he is to be furnished with stamps indicating that the 10
bushels he is selling are within his allotment, the stamps to
cost him nothing.

If he should desire to sell more than his allotment of 10,
15, 20, or 1,000 bushels, no matter what it is, he must purchase
another sort of stamp, a tax stamp, costing him at the rate of
45 cents a bushel for the excess potatoes that he desires to
sell. I know very little about the price range of potafoes in
Florida, from which they are now moving, or any other State
lying to the south of us, but the price range in the part of
the country in which I live during the potato harvesting and
selling season was 50 cents a bushel. I know that from hav-
ing personally engaged in the business. It is obvious that no
parson can afford to pay a tax of 45 cents per bushel, and it
is not expected any farmer will do that. There is no thought
of gaining revenue from this bill. For a man to pay any
such tax as that on a large scale would simply mean ruin.

The tax is fixed at that rate in order to bring compulsion
upon him and to force him to obey the decision of the
bureaucracy in Washington. I care not under what auspices
that bureaucracy is erected or maintained, I am against it
under any administration when it reaches out for power of
that sort. [Applause.]

The measure then proceeds, mark you, to provide that if
any person sells potatoes above the allotment assigned to him
by an all-wise Secretary of Agriculture without paying the
45 cents tax on each excess bushel, he may be fined, after
prosecution in a Federal court. On a second offense he may
be fined as.much as a thousand dollars and sent to jail for as
long as a year. Thus the club of the Federal policeman is
swung over the head of hundreds and hundreds of thousands
of decent men and women who are endeavoring to earn an
honest living, and they are told “If you do not do as we say,
you go to jail.” That is the meaning of it reduced to its
final analysis.

More than that, this most extraordinary law proceeds to
provide that the purchaser of illegal potatoes shall be equally
guilty with the seller, and subjected to the same fines and
penalties, including imprisonment for a second offense. More
than that, the law proceeds to provide that any person in the
United States having knowledge of the illegal sale of potatoes
and who fails to report the violation to the proper authorities
is likewise guilty. In other words, the entire population of
this country is invited, Mr. Chairman, to be snoopers. They
are invited to sneak around to see if they cannot find out
whether Mrs. Smith, residing in a village, went down the road
a half mile to a farmer friend and purchased for her own
use in her own house some illegal potatoes. If she is caught
doing that a second time, she goes to jail under this extraor-
dinary measure. That is what I mean by the employment of
compulsion upon honest people.
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Does anyone think that liberty can live in a country whose
Congress passes act after act of this kind, if those acis are
to be maintained upon the statute books? From the more
practical standpoint, does anyone believe that such an act
can be enforced? We have had some experience in this
country in an endeavor to enforce unenforceable acts. Every
time we have tried it we have raised up a welter of evasion,
resistance, and corruption. I think it was the gentleman
from Indiana who warned the Committee when he spoke
upon this measure a little while ago against what he termed
the “bootleg potato.” Of course, bootleg potatoes would flood
the country. There can be no question about that. I invite
him to compare the penalties under this potato-control law
with the penalties under the previous Volstead Act. Com-
pare the penalties inflicted upon violators of that act who at
that time were known as bootleggers.

The penalties for the violation of the Potato Control Act
are just about double the penalties that used to be imposed
upon bootleggers under the Volstead Act, and under the Vol-
stead Act the purchaser was not subject to prosecution and
penalty. Under the Potato Control Act he is. Under the
Volstead Act no person in the United States was expected to
be a snooper and report violations. Under the Potato
Control Act every citizen is put on notice that if he ever finds
out about a violation of this act and does not report that
fact to the proper authorities he may be prosecuted and
punished. One cannot help reaching the conclusion that
the authors of this extraordinary measure decided that the
lowly spud was more dangerous to society than bathtub gin,
because they place a double penalty upon the potato vio-
lator as compared with the liquor violator.

There are one or two things in respect to this act that
excite my curiosity. When the producer sells 5 bushels
or more under a particular allotment, everything he sells
must be packed in a container prescribed by the Secretary
of Agriculture. It will be illegal for him to sell his potatoes
in anything except that one type of container and this
applies to the entire country. Think of it! I cannot sell to
my neighbor a half mile down the road a single bushel of
potatoes unless I pack them in a container prescribed by
Mr. Wallace. That is ufterly silly. I have been wondering
what container is to be used. Perhaps it is to be cello-
phane; perhaps the potatoes are to be wrapped in cello-
phane and tied up in pink ribbons. Who knows?

My latest information is that the container which has
been agreed upon in preliminary discussions as to the regu-
lations for putting this extraordinary law info effect is to
be a burlap sack, gathered together at the top and securely
tied and closed; that attached to the sack where it is gath-
ered together, there shall be a tag upon which the famous
stamp is to be placed. s

It is true that something like 70 percent of the potatoes
that are marketed in this country are shipped in burlap
sacks. The remainder are marketed in open bushel baskets,
wagon boxes, wooden crates, tin pails, and, in fact, any
kind of handy container that the farmer happens to have
on his farm. That has got to be stopped. The wooden
crate will be ruled out. The wagon box will be ruled out.
The potatoes must be in a container fixed by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, and, I assume without having absolute
knowledge, it must be a burlap sack. But, Mr. Chairman,
I merely mention this as an example of the extraordinary
length to which bureaucracy attempts to go in regulating
the daily lives of the people. I am not discussing the con-
stitutionality of this thing, although I cannot help agreeing
with the gentleman from Indiana that it is unconstitutional.
I rejoice at the signs of retreat announced by the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. WarreN], that this thing is
not going to be pressed for enforcement on the theory it is
unconstitutional; but I am not satisfied with that. Frankly,
I want to see this law taken off the statute books by the
Congress that put it on. [Applause.] And, once more, I
register my protest against the employment of force by
government against honest citizens earning an honest living.
[Applause.]
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Mr. LUCKEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield.

Mr. LUCKEY. I want to say to the gentleman that I am
in hearty sympathy with everything he has said, and I have
just now introduced a bill to repeal the Potato Act. I voted
against this measure when it was before the House. I
think there is nothing so silly and so nonsensical as this
Potato Act, and it is just such measures as this that bring
the ridicule of the Nation on the Congress of the United
States, and I think it is time we stopped this kind of tom-
foolery. The administration did not want this measure.
Neither did the Department of Agriculture. The responsi-
bility for this law rests on Congress.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, there are two of us.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. TABER, Mr, Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED].

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, there is an item
carried in this bill that interests me very much. I refer
to the item relating to trade agreements.

I come from a dairy section in western New York. We
have as many dairy cattle in my district as there are cattle
in some of our States. If you gentlemen who do not come
from dairy States were to travel through my district at about
4 o'clock in the morning, you would see at this season of
the year the lights coming on in the stables and in the
houses; the people would be getting up preparing an early
breakfast. The men would be getting out to work to take
care of their dairy herds. Later, about daylight, you would
see the trucks or the teams on their way delivering milk
either to the railway stations or to the creameries. If you
were to notice the buildings on these farms, you would find
they have excellent barns, sanitary and clean in every re-
spect. You would see fine homes in these sections and you
would see farms where the soil has not been depleted, but
has been built up through the years to the highest point of
production, and, largely, due to the fact that the manure
from the herds of cattle has been utilized to fertilize the
soil.

There is no question of soil conservation involved in the
real dairy sections of this country. They are one class of
farmers who have kept up the sustenance of the soil, so that
any program along this line that might be adopted at this
time would serve no useful purpose to the real dairy farmers
of the country, If all farmers had done as well in supporting
the farms, keeping up the soil and keeping up the buildings,
there would be no problem along this line.

So it seems to me it is important to protect the dairy in-
terests of this country. The dairy farmer is important to
the welfare of this Nation. Moreover, if you go through my
district and other dairy sections you will find splendid schools.
I can take you into one county in my district where you will
find in a small village a central high school costing $600,000
that has every improvement that a modern educational sys-
tem can suggest, the finest architecture, and every facility
for the comfort and convenience of the children. This has
been due to the fact that the people who make up the dairy
sections, particularly my dairy section, are intelligent, frugal,
industrious, and fundamentally patriotic American citizens
of the very highest type.

These dairy farmers at the present time are in great dan-
ger, Some years ago they had their backs to the wall and
this Congress provided some protection through a tariff
measure to save their markets from invasion by foreign
countries shipping their butter and other dairy products
into this country. I wish to call your attention to the fact,
because it will appeal, for instance, to Wisconsin and some
of the States further removed, that the cost of transporta-
tion of milk and butter from my district, at the extreme
end of New York State, to the New York City market is
more per gallon, per pound, or per ton than to ship similar
amounts from Denmark to New York City. The cost of pro-
duction of dairy products in these foreign lands is much
lower than the production costs here. The requirements of
sanitation or cleanliness are not so strict as in the State of
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New York or, as I assume they are, in many of the other
States of the Union.

I am going to direct my remarks to a country, the com-
petition from which is seldom mentioned on the floor of the
House. I refer to New Zealand. The New Zealand islands
are some 9,000 miles from our ports and, naturally, people
say, “How can a country as far away as that offer any dan-
gerous competition to the dairymen of this country?”

When England was debating the policy of developing New
Zealand for agricultural production, the statesmen of that
time assured the farmers of England that by no stretch of
the imagination could New Zealand successfully compete
with the English farmer in the English market.

And yet it was not many years before New Zealand was
laying down farm products in Great Britain, in Liverpool
and London, cheaper than the farmers outside the city could
supply similar products to them. New Zealand has a farm
area about as large as the combined area of New York,
New Jersey, and Pennsylvania.

Pennsylvania and New York and Wisconsin are three of
the greatest dairy States in the United States. And yet New
Zealand at the present time has more dairy cattle than two
of these States combined and almost as many dairy cattle
as all three.

To show you the dangers of competition—and if I had
time, I would read into the Recorp authentic statements
showing that New Zealand has been shipping butter under
a trade agreement which Canada had with Australia, under
which New Zealand was permitted to ship her products into
Canada,; that these shipments so endangered the dairy inter-
ests of Canada that Canada sought to stop them by putting
a 4-cent per pound duty on butter. But this did not stop
New Zealand’s shipments of dairy products into Canada, to
the injury of her domestic market. The duty was raised to
8 cents a pound.

From that time the Canadian market steadily grew better.
There came a time later, however, when Canada shipped
her products into the United States; then the Congress
put a tariff of 56 cents a gallon on cream and 14 cents on
butter, and a duty of 6 cents on milk to relieve our dairy-
men from Canadian competition.

New Zealand has 17 natural ports, into which the largest
steamers in the world that carry freight can enter. There
is no cost for dredging. Not only that, but the New Zea-
land railroads are organized for the benefit of the farmer,
and the man living on a farm 100 miles from a port can
ship his product to the New Zealand ports for processing
and export at the same rate that the farmer can who lives
10 miles from the port. This, of course, is done upon the
theory that it makes the far-removed farm worth as much
as the one close to the port of shipment, which in turn
yields a larger revenue in taxation to the New Zealand
Government when it comes to taxation of the remote farms.
Not only that, but New Zealand has built a system of agri-
cultural stations in every part of the island.

They have built with Government subsidies, creameries
and cheese factories that are interchangeable. They can
make butter one month and immediately shift to the manu-
facture of cheese the next month. They can watch our
market, then manufacture and ship either butter or cheese,
whichever offers the greater price inducement. Usually it
is during the winter months that New Zealand dairy prod-
ucts are shipped into this country. These shipments de-
press the price when our dairymen need the higher prices.
I could go into the guestion of the tonnage shipped into
this country in years gone by, but have not the time. Here
is what happens. This entering into reciprocal trade agree-
ments and opening up our market to foreign countries is
doing just this: New Zealand, Argentina, and other export
countries are preparing to take advantage of the opportu-
nity that the lowering of the tariff offers them to invade
our market. If they find it is going to be the settled policy of
the United States to open up the markets of the United
States to the dairy products of other countries, then capital
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is going into the dairy business in a large way, in foreign
countries.

It is going to have the same effect on our dairy market
that your cotton bill had on your cotton market. The Uni-
versity of North Carolina and Fiske University through their
research departments have made a careful investigation as
to the effect of a reduction of acreage in cotton. What do
they find? That 50 countries are now engaged in the pro-
duction of cotton and all going into it more heavily all the
time; that our capital is going into Brazil and various other
countries to engage in cotton production., Japan is working
in unison with Brazil in her program. We want to be care-
ful under these trade agreements. The production of dairy
products is one of the largest agricultural interests in the
country, and by your trade agreements you are going to ruin
it. Not only that, the dairy farmers receive a larger cash
income from their products than is received for any other
product in agriculture.

This is something more than a political question. We can-
not afford, as a Congress, we cannot afford as a country, to
adopt a policy, a plan, that will destroy one of our best
industries, the one that produces the most cash and that in
turn means more to the community than almost any other
agricultural activity. While the trade agreements entered
into do not specifically mention butter, the lowering of the
duty on cream from 56 cents a gallon to 36 cents means that
the cream will come in and be processed here. If, in effect,
lowers the duty on imported butter.

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York. Yes.

Mr. LANHAM. The gentleman made reference to cotton.

Mr. REED of New York. Yes.

Mr. LANHAM. Of course, we in the South are very much
interested in that, especially in the State of Texas, which
normally raises a third of the cotton of the United States
and one-fourth of the cotton of the world. By reason of the
fact that 90 percent of that crop normally is exported, the
matter of our permanent prosperity, inasmuch as cotton is
the money crop of the farmer, necessarily depends on the
retention of our foreign markets. What suggestion would
the gentleman have to make with reference fo how those
markets may best be maintained, or how the farmer, in view
of a restriction of crops, may properly be compensated in
connection with a retention of those foreign markets, inas-
much as cotton, being an export crop, cannot be protected
under tariff regulations?

Mr. REED of New York. I am not suggesting a tariff for
cotton, but certain steps can be taken. The point the
gentleman raises should have been raised before we got into
this particular method of handling the cotton situation.

Mr. LANHAM. May I say to my friend that I have here-
tofore spoken in this Chamber in reference to the necessity
of retaining these markets, and also the unfortunate situ-
ation that obtains in the South by reason of the fact that
many of the people who are on relief normally get their
living expenses from some phase of the cotton industry.

Mr. REED of New York. Yes, The situation to which
the gentleman refers is fo be found in a research, which I
read with care. I am not familiar with the cotton business
except as I have read about it. The two southern universi-
ties to which I have referred. that have research depart-
ments, claim that because of our restriction of acreage in
cotton 1,500,000 families have been put on relief from the
South, and that means something like 5,000,000 people.

There is one thing that could be done in this country. If
this situation goes on the foreign market will be captured,
but there is one thing that the cotton farmers can do.
They can at least save their home market. They cannot
afford to let Japanese cotfon goods come into this country
and take what is left of the home market. It is their last
line of defense. At the present time we know that these
foreign goods are coming in here in terrific volume all the
time, to the injury of the cotton farmers.

[Here the gavel fell.] '

Mr. TABER. 1 yield the gentleman 3 additional minutes,
Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Just to permit this observation: I want
to say to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Laxgam] that I
believe the conclusive answer to his question is the philos=~
ophy of George Peek, namely, specific trading in specific
items on a conditional basis rather than on an uncondi-
tional basis. That, of course, is the converse of the policy
of Mr. Wallace with respect to foreign trade; but I do be-
lieve it is necessary to find a market for these basic com-
modities for which we have a surplus at the present time.

Mr. REED of New York. I want to say that if opportunity
presents itself to vote for the repeal of this power to enter
into reciprocal trade agreements, at least without an oppor-
tunity for the Senate to ratify those treaties, without oppor-
tunity for the interested parties to be heard and to have
a chance to come before the committee handling these
important agricultural problems, we should vote to repeal
the law. It must be known to every reasonable person in
this country who knows anything about the dairy situation
that this thing is absolutely suicidal to the farmers of the
States of New York, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. The
people in my State have built up the finest dairy business
in the world. Yet we are throwing our markets wide open
to foreign countries, with their lower labor costs, with their
low costs of water transportation, and with their govern-
ment subsidies.

Under the system in effect in New Zealand the Govern-
ment finances the farmers at ridiculously low interest rates,
permits them to buy dairy farms, furnishes the money to
build and equip creameries, furnishes them every possible
facility to meet all competition. Needless to say, our farm-
ers enjoy no such benefits through Government aid. The
United States is the best cash market in the world, which
rightly belongs to our farmers, and we must not surrender
it under these trade agreements.

Mr. WEARIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REED of New York. I yield.

Mr. WEARIN. The gentleman has been directing his re-
marks largely to butter. Has not the importation of butter,
to a considerable extent, prevailed for 10 or 12 years in the
United States?

Mr. REED of New York. Yes; there has been a tariff
built up, and the official reports show that whenever a tariff
has been imposed on dairy products the importations de-
creased. It has improved prices of dairy products.

Mr. WEARIN. If the importations have prevailed for 10
or 12 years, why was not something done about it under
the Republican administration and the Smoot-Hawley tariff
bill?

Mr. REED of New York. A tariff was given in the Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act, and the higher rates accomplished great
good; but now, under recent trade agreements, you are
cutting it down. You are destroying the home market.

Mr. WEARIN. But the importations have continued un-
der the Smoot-Hawley tariff bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Reep] has again expired.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 min-
utes to the gentleman from Washington [Mr. ENUTE HILL].

Mr. ENUTE HILL. Mr. Chairman, it is not my purpose to
make any extended remarks today, but there have been a
considerable number of partisan polifical attacks made on the
floor of this House since the session began. I am not very
much of a partisan. As a student of history, however, I am
essentially a Democrat; but I am an American first, and
recognize the fact that there are good men in all parties.
There have been attacks made on the floor of this House
against the administration and against the New Deal. I have
differed with the President on some of his bills and on some
of his policies, but I have been honest in this stand. The
President has told me himself that he respects honest differ-
ences of opinion. I am heartily with him in his general
policies. Let us take two or three just at random. Take, for
example, the bank-deposit guaranty bill, which was passed
during the first session of the Seventy-third Congress.
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Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr,. ENUTE HILL. I would rather go on.

Mr, MICHENER. But right in that connection the gen-
tleman says he is in favor of the bank-deposit guaranty bill,
but does he know that the President did not favor the bank-
deposit guaranty bill? That was not his policy. Senator
VanpeEnBErG, of Michigan, offered the resolution in the Sen-
ate, which the Recorp will show, and the President did not
favor that thing.

Mr. KNUTE HILL. But it is a part of the New Deal and
was signed by the President.

Mr. MICHENER. But it was passed in spite of the
President.

Mr. ENUTE HILL. Irefusetoyleldfurther Mr. Chair-
man, because I have statements to make, and I insist on
making them and will then yield. Now, the bankers were
opposed to that, and that very summer the Bankers Associa-
tion passed a resolution unanimously condemning it and
requesting us to repeal it. We rather strengthened it, as it
was a protection to the depositors; and that is the New Deal.

There were also the utility bill and the security bill. The
utility bill protected the stockholders. That is the New
Deal. The A. A. A, protected the farmers, and that is part
of the New Deal. I know there are people who say, “Thank
God for the Supreme Court, because they declared that law
unconstitutional.” I am here to say to you: Thank God
for a sane minority in the Supreme Court, that has the
courage and the Americanism to insist that each depart-
ment of government in the United States be limited to its
constitutional functions—the legislative department to legis-
late; the judicial department to interpret the laws and con-
strue cases under the law, and not to throw a law into the
wastepaper basket; and then the executive department to
administer and execute the law, These are some of the
New Deals, and we believe they were upheld by the American
reople in the election of 1934, A larger Democratic majority
than ever was returned to Congress, notwithstanding the
hue and cry of unconstitutionality by special interests and
the big dailies.

I do not need to defend the President of the United States;
he is well able to defend himself. Franklin D. Roosevelt!
Was it not he who went down into “the valley of the shadow
of death” with that dread disease, the worst known to hu-
man kind, and because of his strength of will, his courage,
his patience, and his sunny nature came back to health and
strength again? Does he need defense?

Defend the President! Was it not he who 4 years ago at
the Chicago convention fought the reactionaries of the
Democratic Party and won out in that convention and won
out in the election of 1932? He needs no defense.

The so-called “Happy Warrior” went down there to defeat
him. He is coming here this week to speak at the Liberty
League dinner. The Happy Warrior!—my dear friends, I
would rather dub him “the dog in the manger"—opposing
the man who twice nominated him for the Presidency and
agreed—against his own inclinations on account of illness—
to run for Governor of New York in 1928 in order to aid his
friend in his candidacy for the Presidency. Rather should
the President be called the “Genial General”, the prince of
men, who is leading us on to the right solution of our prob-
lems in this country,

Defend the President of the United States! Is he not the
man about whose mental condition opponents whispered, the
man who because of his vigorous speeches and extensive
journeys has shown the people that he is strong and healthy
in mind as well as in body? He came to us here on the
3d of January to deliver his annual message. Whom did
he speak against? Was he partisan? Did he speak against
the opposition over here on the left? He did not mention
them. He mentioned only the 10 or 15 percent in the
United States who have at all times exploited the people
of the United States; and some of you over on this left side
arose later to defend that 15 percent and make yourselves
just as guilty as the men you defend. “If the shoe fits, put
it on!”
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He needs no defense, Mr. Chairman. A year from now
President Roosevelt is going to sit in the White House at
the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue, elected by the people
of the United States for 4 years more to carry on the New
Deal for the people of the United States. [Applause.] He
needs no defense on my part.

In conclusion, may I say that I rose today to show you
that dirt and vituperation is going to be used, and is being
used, in spite of the fact that the opposition deny it. I
have in my hand an issue of the Washington Herald for
last Sunday. On the front page of this wonderful (?) sheet
published by William Randolph Hearst is an editorial
headed “Dirt and Slush.” Here is what he says—he quotes
Farley:

Our opponents will make this the bitterest and certainly the
dirtiest struggle that anyone can remember.

Then Hearst says:

Everybody is surprised at Mr. Farley's declaration, patiently walts
for Mr. Farley to submit some evidence in support of his statement,
but Farley submits none, none at all; whereupon everybody remem-
bers that the only bitterness which has so far appeared in the
present political campaign, that Mr. Roosevelt opened with a bed-
time story on the radio at the assembling of Congress, was Mr,
Roosevelt’s own attack upon American business.

On page 2 of this same paper appear these headlines:

G. O. P. stickers are barred from the mails because of attack on
the character of the President and his wife. It is ascribed to the
National Council of Republicans in New York.

I wonder if that is dirt and vituperation! And they say
they are not using it! My good friends, again let me say he
needs no defense. He will come back, and you and I who
have the courage, you and I who have the faith and the
patience to go along with him to make the New Deal for the
common people come true, will come back with him.

A great President, Theodore Roosevelt, said this, amongst
the many great things he uttered:

This country in the long run will not be a good place for any
one of us to live in until and unless it is a good place for all of us
to live in.

And Franklin D. Roosevelt, under God, is going to make
this dream come true. [Applause.]

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ENUTE HILL. I yield.

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Did I understand the gen-
tleman to say something about the Liberty League?

Mr. KNUTE HILL. The Liberty League, the Manufac-
turers’ Association, the United States Chamber of Commerce,
and such organizations are what the President assailed here;
and these people who are defending them are as guilty as
they.

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Yes. I would like for the
gentleman to name some of the contributors to the Liberty
League.

Mr. ENUTE HILL. Well, there are the Du Ponts. The
gentleman probably knows the Du Ponts.

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I never met them.

Mr. ENUTE HILL. I have not had that privilege either.
[Laughter.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Baconl.

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to take 5
minutes. The gentleman from Washington, who preceded
me, made some reference to so-called Republican stickers.
I want to assure the membership of this House that no
responsible Republican organization has anything whatso-
ever to do with those so-called stickers.

Mr, ENUTE HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BACON. Let me finish my statement, and I shall be
pleased to yield.

As far as we can make out, a self-constituted group call-
ing themselves the National Republican Council, have taken
quarters in the Hotel McAlpin in New York and are trying
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to put out these stickers which I quite agree with the gen-
tleman are in thoroughly bad taste.

Mr. Fletcher, the chairman of the Republican National
Committee, as soon as it was called to his attention, issued
a statement saying that the National Committee or none of
its members had anything whatsoever to do with this so-
called National Republican Council; and as soon as it was
called to the attention of the Republican congressional com-
mittee, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BorTon1, the chair-
man, and myself, who happens to be vice chairman, also
issued a statement repudiating it and denouncing if.

We are unable to find out who these people are. They
have no connection with any Republican organization, either
nationally, congressionally, senatorially, or with Republican
committees in the State of New York or in the city of New
York.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that at this point
in the Recorp to insert a brief statement made by the chair-
man of the Republican National Committee, and a statement
made by my colleague the gentleman from Ohio, Mr, BoLTON,
and myself, repudiating these stickers. These statements
have been given to the press,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The statement is as follows:

NattoNAL REPUBLICAN CONGEESSIONAL COMMITTEE,
1114 NaTioNAL PrEss BUILDING.
[For immediate release, Jan. 15, 1936]

In response to a query the following statement is made, jointly,
by Representative CHesTER C. BorToN, of Ohio, chairman, and Rep-
resentative RoeerT L., Bacon, of New York, vice chairman of the
National Republican Con Committee:

The National Republican Congressional Committee has no con-
nection, directly or indirectly in any manner whatsoever, with the
go-called National Republican Council, claiming quarters in New
York City, or the cartoon poster stamps issued by that organization,
or in any other activities that this organization may be engaged in.

The National Republican Congressional Committee adds its voice
to that of Chafrman Fletcher, of the Republican National Com-
mittee, in deploring the use of methods of this type. No recog-
nized, reputable Republican would countenance the
use of these particular stamps being circulated by an organization
wholly unknown to any of the national organizations of the Re-
publican Party.

There is no need for any Republican anywhere, individual or
organization, to have recourse to this manner of campaigning.
There is no call for any Republican to even attempt to sink to the
level of presenting issues to an Intelligent electorate as that where
James A. Farley, Democratic National Committee chairman, now
is found. Republicans will not resort to the invective of Mr. Par-
ley. They will not lend aid to Mr. Farley in what he has prophe-
sled will be the “dirtiest” possible campaign.

Facts, devastatingly convincing of the utter faiflure of the Roose-
velf New Deal, are Republican weapons. They are the only wea-
pons needed to insure Republican success.

Mr. BACON. Mr, Chairman, I also ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the REecorp, as a part of my remarks, a
letter that I wrote personally and which appears in news-
papers in my district denouncing these stickers as being in
thoroughly bad taste and absolutely unauthorized by any
Republican organization. This letter also quotes in full
Chairman Fletcher’s statement that I have referred to.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The letter is as follows:

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., January 14, 1936.
Mr. F. 8. LAURENCE,
119 Bayview Avenue, Port Washington, Long Island.

My Dear Mr. Lavrence: I want to thank you very much for
your recent letter with reference to the stickers gotten out by
the so-called National Republican Council.

That this council’s activity has absolutely no relation to any
bona fide Republican organization, such as the Republican Na-
tional Committee, the Republican State Organization of New
York, or any other Republican movement that is officially spon-
sored, I want to make crystal clear at the beginning.

This counecil, from all the information I bave, is a self-consti-
tuted body whose genesis no one seems to know. It has abso-
Tutely ltltc;e connection or affiliation with the Republican National
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I have gotten in touch with Chairman Fletcher, of the Re-
publican National Committee, and he emphasized the fact that
this group is not allied to the Republican National Committee,
nor any member thereof; is not financed by it directly or in-
directly; and that, in short, he knows nothing about it.

For your Momst.ion, I quote a release from the Republican
National Committee on the activities of the so-called National
Republican Council:

“Chairman Fletcher, of the Republican National Commitiee,

made the following statement:

* ‘My attention has been drawn to certain cartoon poster stamps,
which, according to the New York Times of last Monday, have been
issued lby an organization calling itself the National Republican
Couneil.

organization has no connection or affiliation with the
Republican National Committee, nor any member of the committee.
It is not financed directly or indirectly by the Republican National
Committee, nor is it acting in any manner under the direction of
the Republican National Committee, or with the advice or sugges-
tion of the committee. In short, we have no to do with it.'”

And the Republican congressional committee, of which I am vice
chairman, also make emphatic disclaimer of the activities of this
council and of any connection with it, directly or indirectly.

I think the above definitely fixes Republican position in the
matter, and that everybody who reads this will appreciate that
there is no Republican organization connection with the enterprise
of the so-called National Republican Council.

What right this council has to use in its trade name “National

Republican™ is something I cannot fathom. It strikes me they
have plenty of that quality which common vernacular describes
best as “crust.”

These stickers, to my way of thinking, are short of scur-
rilous. I could add much in the way of excoriation of the activities
of this so-called council In its attempt to get these despicable
stickers abroad, but I do not think it necessary.

What the aim of this council is is something I do not know. It
has been suggested that perhaps the real desire is to pin this

onto Republicans, and that subtle politics is at the bottom
of the whole enterprise.

However, and whatever, the motives of this so-called council, its
activities are receiving the condemnation of the Republican Party,
which I think will be concurred {n by every fair-minded individual.

Sincerely,
RoeerT L. BACON.

Mr. ENUTE HILL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACON. I yield to the gentleman from Washington,

Mr. KNUTE HILL. I am glad that the gentleman from
New York disclaims any connection with this matter. It was
not my intent to claim they were connected with it. My in-
tent was to show that this paper, in an editorial, said that
the opposition was not using dirt, and I do not mean by the
“opposition” the Republicans. I mean all opposition. Then
I went on to the second page of the paper and showed what
the opposition was using, not meaning the gentleman from
New York, but the opposition that is fighting the President
of the United States.

Mr. BACON. I thought it would be fair to make a state-
ment and tell the membership of the Committee that the
Republican National Committee, the Republican State com-
mittee in New York, the Republican city committee in New
York City, and the Republican congressional committee have
nothing to do with it; they do not know who these people
are, never heard of them, and repudiate absolutely the use
of these stickers.

Mr. KNUTE HILL. It says right here, “Sponsored solely
by the Republican National Council in New York.”

Mr. BACON. We do not know who they are. However, we
cannot prevent self-constituted groups calling themselves
anything they please. There is no legal way by which we can
stop them.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BACON. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. CHRISTIANSON. Has it ever occurred to the gentle-
man that perhaps this self-constituted group is engaged in a
purely self-profitable enterprise?

Mr. BACON. As far as I know, it may be a racket.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER].

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I am particularly con-
cerned with the item which has occasioned some discussion
about providing under the amendment proposed by the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Warrenl, that $1,-
000,000 shall be made available to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture for the purpose of collecting and disseminating infor-
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mation and data with respect to potato production and
marketing within the United States. '

. I very much hope that the amendment to the pending
bill, which I understand is acceptable to the members of
the committee, may be adopted by this House, and the
fund made available. I appreciate that the Potato Act is
fair game. I appreciate the heroism and agility of the
gentlemen, who almost remind one of a matador waving a
red flag in front of a dead bull, as they have enjoyed this
afternoon in kicking the poor Potato Act and its sponsors
about this forum.

As one of those, to some extent, associated with the
paternity of this act, about which there seems to be some
dispute, it is most intriguing to discover the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. PerTtENciLL] citing with such approval the
President of the United States in opposition to this measure.

The potato producers of Maine—individualists for a cen-
tury—were finally compelled to consider this legislation as
the logical fruition of the agricultural policies pursued for
the past 2 years, which had descended with a devastaling
impact upon the potato industry, producing the fourth food
crop of the United States, by reason of acreage displaced
from other crops. Finally this act was passed.

We defer to the judgment of the Supreme Court. We do
not indulge in criticism of the Court. We respectfully and
loyally accept its conclusions. But we earnestly hope that
the problem of the potato growers of this country may still
invite the sympathetic interest of this House. Potatoes
selling last spring in Maine at 10 cents a barrel or 1 cent a
peck came with a terrific impact upon our section and
many other sections of the country.

We appreciate the dangers of governmental compulsion as
pointed out by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Waps-
worTH]. We also appreciate the dangers of economic com-
pulsion brought about by situations such as these potato
growers face with the producer more and more at the mercy
of gigantic agencies of distribution.

Whether there is any solution of this problem yet remains
to be determined; but we do believe, and earnestly urge that
potatoes should be placed upon a parity with the other 14
major agricultural crops by accumulating without delay the
information regarding individual growers, which is noft yet
possessed in spite of the various State allotments.

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. The gentleman’s State
and my State, Pennsylvania, are two of the great potato-
growing States of the Union.

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes.

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. His in the number of
bushels produced in 1933 and 1934 and mine in the number
of dollars the potato growers received for their product.
Were the potato growers in the gentleman’s State as a whole
satisfied in 1931, 1932, 1933, and 1934 with the price they
were receiving for their potatoes?

Mr. BREWSTER. For the past 5 years the problem has
been growing ever more acute. We had 1 good year out
of the past 5 when we practically got back the cost of
production. The rest of the time we lost money.

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. The same has been true
in our State.

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes.

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Does not the gentleman
think something else should be done if this is not the thing
to do to stabilize the business for our potato farmers?

Mr. BREWSTER. We are vitally interested in any con-
structive, constitutional legislation which can come to the
assistance of this great and vital industry that means so
much not only to the prosperity of our section but to the
general welfare of citizens of the United States.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HaLLECK].

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I have been much in-
terested in this discussion of the potato bill. I am not so
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sure about the million dollars. As a matter of fact, I might
suggest to the gentleman from Maine [Mr, BREwsTER] that
out in Indiana $1,000,000 is pretty expensive for a funeral.
[Laughter.] I suspect, though, we are all interested in in-
formation and if this million dollars is to get a million
dollars’ worth of information, why, maybe we should not
kick too much about it.

There is another matter, though, about which I wish to
speak very briefly. From the inception there have been
grave doubts on the part of many people as to whether or
not any attempt would ever be made to enforce this in-
iquitous law. Why, even some of the people who were
charged, under the law, with its enforcement, seemed to
rebel at the idea of undertaking it. Out in my State the
growers have been wondering, and are still wondering,
whether or not the provisions of the law will be enforced.
As a result, they are, today, spending their time and their
money in an effort to comply or get ready to comply with
the provisions of this law.

Now, I remember back along the line somewhere some-
thing was said by somebody that if any mistakes are made
in any legislation in the Congress, he would be the first to
recognize them. I say that a mistake has been made as far
as this Congress is concerned in the original enactment of
this law. Why not recognize it? Why not say, “Yes, we
have made a mistake”, and repeal the law [applausel, to
the end that these people in Indiana or in any other State
who, today, are thinking about buying seed and fertilizer
and arranging their farms for the production of potatoes
this coming season, shall know that the law will not be
enforced.

Now, I understand that enough things have been said
here today to indicate to those of us who are here on the
ground that no attempt will be made to enforce the law.
But if it is admitted that the law is in violation of the
Constitution, and if, as I believe, it is utterly unworkable
and un-American, why not get back of one of these bills
to repeal the law and get it off the books as a mistake that
should be corrected [applausel, then everyone will definitely
know that it is not to be enforced.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr, DIRKSEN],

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am reluctant to inflict
myself on the Committee at this late hour in the afternoon.

I am sorry that at least one-half of the Members of the
House have not been present to hear the felicitous admix-
ture of politics, Pinchot, and potatoes. [Laughter.] It was
enlightening and interesting to say the least. I presume it
is proper for me to remain in character and also speak of
the humble potato.

I had no idea when as a barefooted boy I chased the
sprightly potato bugs in a potato field and carried cans of
paris green, that the lowly spud would ever become a na-
tional issue. But apparently that is the case.

I want to address myself to that celebrated article of diet
for only a moment, not so much from the standpoint of the
potato bill as from the reciprocal trade agreement between
the United States and the Netherlands that comes into
being on the 15th of February of this year.

For your information, I want to say that the reciprocal-
trade agreement with the Netherlands contains provisions
that will reduce the tariff on 41 items—that will bind on the
free list some 22 items, and retain the existing duty on 1
item.

It seems rather singular to me that we should reduce the
duty on potato dextrine and potato starch and potato flour
when a majority of this Congress has sanctioned an act to
control the production of potatoes by legislation which is
penal in character. I opposed that measure and can find
considerable comfort in the efforts of some of the brethren
on the majority side to escape the burdens of that act.
Now, however, a reciprocal-trade agreement will permit the
importation of larger quantities of potato dextrine and po-
tato flour when no one has contended that we do not have
manufacturing facilities sufficient for converting our own
surplus of potatoes into flour, starches, and dextrines which




1936

can be converted into glue, adhesives, and sizing, so much
used in the textile mills. Instead of regimenting the pro-
duction of the toothsome spud on the one hand and permit-
ting the derivatives of potatoes such as flour, starch, and
dextrines, to come in at reduced rates from foreign countries
on the other, why not a consistent program of keeping out
competitive potato products and expanding the domestic use
of our own potato crops?

Still another item in the Netherlands treaty is tapioca
and cassava starch, For years an effort has been made to
secure the imposition of a duty of 2 cents per pound on these
starches because they are in direct competition with the
starches that are or can be derived from American-grown
corn. That effort failed, but to make matters infinitely
worse, tapioca and cassava starch have been bound on the
free list so that it is impossible to secure relief from these
competitive products. The administration, by this treaty
provision, has in effect stated to the corn processors and
corn farmers of this Nation: “Not only will we permit these
starches to come in free of duty, but we will by this treaty
give the Netherlands our solemn promises to bind them on
the free list so that there will be no possibility of Congress
imposing a protective duty on these items so long as this
treaty is in effect.” In other words, we prevail upon our
farmers to curtail and adjust their corn acreage for the ben-
efit of the coolie farmers in the Netherland West Indies.
How truly the poet spoke when he said, “Consistency, thou
are a jewel.,”

Approximately 160,000,000 pounds of tapioca flour come
into this country annually and since it is in competition
with products of corn that is grown in the Corn Belt, over
which we have expressed so much solicitude that we made it
a basic commodity in the Agricultural Adjustment Act, is it
not rather strange, is it not rather short-sighted, rather
visionary, that we take all these fertile acres of Illinois,
Indiana, and Nebraska corn land out of cultivation, and then
open the back door and let these competitive starches hurdle
into the country, and thereby diminish the industrial outlet
for corn grown in this country?

The same thing is true of other items. The same thing is
true of gin. This treaty will permit Holland gin to come
into this country at half of the previous duty, and what
intrigues me most about gin coming from the Netheriands
is the naive comment made by some gentleman in the State
Department. You will find it on page 32 of the mimeo-
graphed copy of the Netherlands treaty which was sent to
every one of us. That gentleman comments in this fashion.
He says it is not improbable that revenues will increase
rather than decrease as a result of a larger importation from
the Netherlands in competition with gin manufactured in
this country, and then he says it is not improbable that sales
of gin will be attracted away from illegal sources, attracted
away, mind you, from those who are illicitly engaged in the
bootlegging of gin.

If you follow that theory out to its logical conclusion, then
the gentleman might as well say, “Let us pull all the bars
down, let us invite gin and distilled spirits to come in from
every country in the world, because the more that comes
in the merrier, because we will cure the bootlegging evil.”
By following that gentleman’s philosophy to its logical con-
clusion, we cannot only put the bootleggers out of business,
but we will put the legitimate distillers out of business and
the farmers ocut of business, and then we can give the coun-
try back to the Indians, and I do not know what the devil
they will do with it.

That is the way that theory works out. Then in connec-
tion with wheat and wheat flour that is to be exported from
the United States to the Netherlands, go back and look at
the very sanguinary comment in that treaty. They say
that the Netherlands will buy from the United States an
amount of wheat flour equal to 5 percent of its consumption,
provided they can buy our wheat at a price delivered in
the Netherlands that is world competitive, for a grade and
quality of wheat that is comparable to our own. On a
price delivered in the Netherlands! You have to analyze
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that fine-spun joker a little to see how little it mearis to
agriculture. If we have to deliver wheat in the Netherlands
at that price, how are we going to do justice to the American
farmer and keep the domestic price of wheat up without
paying a cash subsidy of 30 cents a bushel in order to take
advantage of the treaty provision? Look at the figures that
are available in the various reports from the Department
of Agriculture and you will see that Liverpool prices, or
world prices, have been 30 cents per bushel lower than the
average price on the six major wheat markets in the
United States.

If the Netherlands can buy wheat at 30 cents a bushel
cheaper than the price that obtains here on the major
wheat markets, do you think those folks over there who
are motivated by Dutch thrift are going to pay us 30 cents
more a bushel for our wheat, or pay us more for our flour
on the basis of wheat that cost them 30 cents a bushel less?
Indeed not. That is one of those jokers in the treaty, if
you please, and that is the thing that is given to the country
at large to show the beautiful benefits that redound to the
country from reciprocal trade agreements. It will be in-
teresting to examine the figures of the Department of Com-
merce that will disclose in the near future, with respect to
our trade with Cuba under the reciprocal trade agreement.

They have been holding up Cuba as exhibit A. We shall
find these two points of interest in connection with that
treaty. In the first place, a freaty with Cuba is not on the
same foundation as any other treaty. It is not on an un-
conditional most-favored-nation basis. Canada, the Neth-
erlands, Switzerland, and all other countries cannot have
the benefits that may accrue to Cuba or conversely, be-
cause we do not have that status with Cuba that we have
with other nations. ‘That is one thing. The second is that
while our exports to Cuba will probably show an increase of
about $15,000,000, the imports from Cuba to the United
States will probably show an increase of about $37,000,000.
There is exhibit A in this great program of reciprocal trade
treaties, and you can take it for what it is worth.

I submit to you that the reciprocal-trade agreements are °
not going to do anything for the American farmer, but
they are going to do plenty to him before they get through.
[Applause.]

It is always a fair question as to what is to be done about
foreign trade and its rehabilitation, if reciprocal trade agree-
ments are wrong in principle and in practice. It is a fair
question as to how the export markets for agriculture are to
be regained.

The answer, of course, is a program of selective imports,
together with tariff reductions only where they are specific
advantages. It offers the only method of expanding our
foreign trade in basic agricultural commodities and at the
same time preserving our American markets. It is the old
system of barter on an international scale. We can say to
any and all nations with whom we seek to build up foreign
trade, “You buy certain specific items from us to a given
amount and we will in return buy certain specific items
from you to a like amount.” Such a system has the advan-
tage of protecting our markets against an influx of foreign
goods which tend to deprive the American farmer and Amer-
ican industry of its own needed markets and also protects
the American worker against the dumping of goods made
in countries where a low standard of living and a low-wagz2
scale prevails. It is, if you please, the philosophy that has
been expounded by Mr. George Peek, the first administrator
of the A. A. A, and whether it is feasible and practical or
not can best be judged from the fact that Great Britain
has rebuilt her foreign trade to a higher level than any other
nation on the face of the earth in the last 2 years by simply
following that principle.

Since the provisions of the Netherlands Treaty, the Swiss
Treaty, the Canadian Treaty, and all other trade treaties
are available alike to every nation with whom we have an
unconditional most-favored-nation status, it will be but a
little while until this country may become a veritable dump-
ing greund for cheap goods. Since goods are merely the




882

evidences of labor, we thereby take the bread from the
mouth of an American worker and hand it to the workers
in foreign lands. Since our standards are higher than in
foreign countries, we cannot compete in a price market, and
the inevitable result will be that our unemployment situa-
tion, which is almost as acute now as it was in 1933, will
become a dread and permanent thing. When it does it will
have deprived the American farmer of the best market in
the whole wide world, namely, the American workingman.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, AMLIE].

Mr. AMLIE. Mr. Chairman, I should like at this time to
ask unanimous consent to extend in the Recorp a copy of a
letter I wrote to the Secretary of State on December 12 on
the subject of the reciprocal trade agreement with Canada.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The letter is as follows:

ELkHORN, Wis., December 12, 1935.
Hon. CorpELL

Huwt,
Secretary of State, Washington, D. C.

My DeArR MR. SECRETARY: In re Canadian trade agreement.

In a speech at Chicago last Monday Prundent Roosevelt, in en-
dorsing the new Canadian trade treaty, sal

“Agriculture, far from being crucified by t.hla agreement, as some
have told you, actually gains from it.”

The further reference by the President to opponents of this trade
agreement as “calamity howlers” and “political racketeers” leads
me to the conclusion that the State Department and the President
have not been fully or correctly advised with regard to all of the
provisions of this reciprocal-trade agreement,

A few days ago I spent sometime in Monroe, Green County, In
the First Wisconsin District, which is commonly known as the
Swiss cheese capital of the United States. This is a distinction
which Green County has enjoyed since it was first settled by Swiss
immigrants nearly a century ago.

The making of cheese in Green County is not in the hands of
one or two large companies but is a trade that has been carried on
by a great many small factories operated by trained cheese makers
since the county was first settled. These cheese makers feel that
their industry is being seriously jeopardized by the trade agree-
ment which the United States is making with Canada. Already
the buyers for EKraft-Phenix Co. and the National Dairy Co. are
using the argument with cheese producers in Green County that
they have 50 carloads of Canadian cheese all ready to ship into the
United States; that under the trade agreement it is more advan-
tageous for them to purchase this Canadian cheese than domestic
cheese, unless the price of domestic cheese is reduced to a figure
that they are willing to pay.

At this point I should like to explain a development in the cheese
industry which may not be known by the President or the repre-
sentatives of the State Department who are negotiating this treaty
agreement. A number of years ago the Kraft-Phenix Co. began to
process cheese; that is, to heat cheese to the melting point, add
other ingredients to give it a flavor, and then market this processed
cheese in small packages. In the processing of cheese quality does
not count. The processor merely uses the cheese as a base. As far
as the processor is concerned, he would just as soon have cheese
without any flavor at all and add his flavoring to the flavorless
base. As a matter of fact, some of the big cheese-processing com-
panies have tried to get these cheese makers to produce a cheese
without flavor or any of the other qualities that go to make quality
in cheese. These cheese makers of Green County, however, are old
craftsmen who take pride in their work. It is for this reason that
Green County has been able to maintain its reputation as the
Swiss cheese capital of the United States for nearly a century.

It is regrettable that the American consuming public does not
appreciate that constitutes good cheese and that it is possible for
great corporations with superior merchandizing organizations to
sell the poorest kind of cheese with certain flavoring added at
practically the same price as that which the very best cheese com-
mands., Eraft-Phenix price list, given me at Monroe, shows that
they are receiving 2315 cents for their processed Swiss cheese,
while, at the same time, the best type of fancy A no. 1 Swiss
cheese in Wisconsin commands only 241, cents. If the cheese
makers in Wisconsin had the right to process cheese, they might
also convert the cheap and inferior grades of cheese into proc-
essed and packaged cheese and in this way compete in the domes-
tic market. As it is, the great tions owning the patent
rights to the processing methods buy up the cheap and inferior
grades of cheese, process if, and use this inferior grade of cheese
to destroy the market “or the superior brands of domestic cheese.

It should be explained that the method used in the processing
of cheese is covered by patents and that these patents are the
property of Kraft-Phenix Co. and other large corporations. I
was told that a certain cheesemaker in Green County had some
litigation on the subject of processing cheese, but that he spent
$25,000 in litigation without getting anywhere.

The trade agreement with Canada would, in my opinion, not
result in any great benefit to the Canadian cheesemakers., The
benefits of this trade t would primarily to Eraft-

agreemen go
Phenix and other great corporations who control the right to
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process cheese in the United States. For instance, the buyers for
these great corporations are now using the argument with the
cheese producers In Green County that the Canadian cheese has
a moisture content of only 33 percent, while the domestic cheese
has a moisture content of 39 to 40 percent.

A cheese with a moisture content of 33 percent is not palatable,
but, of course, this means nothing to the processors, because they
cana,ddthemcistureinthecmxrseotprocesuing This gives to the
Canadian cheese a much greater advantage in competing for the
domestic market than at first seems apparent.

Because a few great corporations in the United States own or
control the use of processing patents, they are the ones who are
going to benefit from this reciprocal trade agreement. It is doubt-
ful if the consumers will get any benefit in the way of
reduced prices. These processors will merely play the Canadian
producers against the American producers, with very little gain to
the former, with great loss to the latter, and the real gain to them-
selves, the $100,000 a year executives, and the small number of
people who own stock in these great corporations.

When I was In Green County a few days ago a small cheese
producer brought in a picture of a 1-ton cheese that had just
been presented by the Cheese Institute of America to the Presi-
dent of the United States. He told me that he had cut this
picture out because, as he said, he “smelled a rat,”

It should be noted that the Cheese Institute of America does
not represent the thousands of small cheese producers in the
United States who built the industry, but the great corporations
who, because of a monopoly position due to tion
and patent control, have been able to foist on the American
public the cheapest kind of cheese, nicely packaged and flavored,
at a price as high as that of the very finest kind of domestic
cheese. These small, individual cheese producers unfortunately
do not have an organization and are not able to reach the officials
who are negotiating the actual terms of the reciprocal trade -
ment. I do not know if the sending of a high-priced lawyer with
& ton cheese to Washington will have any influence with the
officials who are negotiating this reciprocal trade agreement. I
do know, however, that the corporations behind the Cheese In-
stitute of America are not in the habit of throwing their money
away, and presumably they can see where they are going to get
their money back. The cheese producers in Green County are
beginning to see it too.

The dairy farmers of the United States have received little or no
consideration from the New Deal. In protesting against the recent
reciprocal trade ent they are not “political racketeers” or
“calamity howlers.,"” If the sacrifice of their interest would result
in an increasing gain to the farmers of Canada, which in turn
would reflect itself in gains to the industrial sectors of American
life, they might see some justification for this trade agreement. As
matters stand they can see in this trade agreement only the giving
of undue advantage to a few great corporations who are virtual
monopolists in their fields and who are enjoying an unconscionable
advantage because of patent protection.

Very sincerely yours,
THOMAS R. AMLIE.

Mr. AMLIE. Mr. Chairman, I should like to refer in the
beginning to a statement made on this floor this afternoon
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SavrHOFF]. It was
a very capable and very complete statement of the economic
condition in which the dairy farmers of the United States
find themselves.

I doubt if the Members of this House, particularly the
Members who represent districts that have received real
benefits from the A. A. A., realize how little has been done
for dairying in this counfry. The dairy industry is more
important, from an agricultural standpoint, than is any other
type of farming, whether it is the raising of wheat or cotton
or cereals or fruit or anything else. The dairy industry has
received no benefits from the New Deal program. In addi-
tion to that, the interests of the dairy farmer has been sacri-
ficed under the recent trade agreements, because it has per-
mitted, for instance, the importation of cheese from Canada
at a lower tariff rate.

Unfortunately, the admission of this cheese is not going to
result in benefits to the cheese producers of Canada, but
rather to the Kraft-Phenix Co. and other large corporations
in this country that own the patents controlling the process-
ing of cheese. I am not going to go into that because I have
outlined that carefully in my letter.

We have been in a rather difficult position from the dairy
States in outlining a program for the dairy industry, to bring
it within the underlying philosophy and purpose of the
A. A, A, There are many Representatives who believe that
we should have had, in the past, a program calling for the
reduction of dairy products. I am not one of those who has
ever seen a solution for our difficulties in reducing agricul-
tural products, with the possible exception of wheat, because
we do not have production enough to give the American
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people the liberal diet outlined by the Department of Agri-
culture.

If we were to give the American people as a whole a liberal
diet we should have to increase our production of butter by
100 percent, we should have to increase our production of
milk by 70 percent. As we see it, there is no solution in

further reducing production of these essential food elements.

if we are at the present time only producing 50 or 60 percent
of that needed to give the American people a liberal dief.
If we were to give all of the American people a liberal diet
we should have to increase our production of meat by 10 per-
cent. We should have to increase our production of poultry
by 35 percent. We should have to increase our production
of milk 70 percent; fresh fruits, 70 percent. These state-
ments are based on the cash value of those crops in 1929 and
comparing this value with the cash value of crops necessary
to give all of the American people in that year the liberal
diet, worked out by the Department of Agriculture.

The recently completed survey of national potential prod-
uct capacity demonstrated that the American farmers could
raise the foodstuffs necessary to give all the American peo-
ple a liberal diet.

The following figures indicate what we produced in 1929
and what we need and can produce in order to feed the
American people adequately.

What we need Pem?:_t-

Produced 1929 | and can pro- | 282 %

duce needed
Meats. $5, 413, 000, 000 | $5, 655, 000, 000 10
Poultry £79, 000, 000 | 1, 196, 000, 000 35
p %41 St ey LN St DR 2, 587, 000, 000 | 4, 449, 000, 000 75
Butter_.___. 1, 142, 000, 000 | ° 2, 331, 000, 000 100
Cheese._ 220, 000, 000 378, 000, 000 70
Fresh fruits 955, 000, 000 | 1,748, 000, 000 70

While we produced 25 percent more wheat than we really
need, there was only a slight overproduction of corn and
hogs in 1929 and actually no overproduction of cotton, if the
needs of the people are to be considered. Nevertheless, cot-
ton acreage last year was actually curtailed by 28 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Amrie] has expired.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I move that
the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Coorer of Tennessee, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
reported that that Committee, had had under consideration
the bill H. R. 10464, the deficiency appropriation bill, and had
come to no resolution thereon.

EXPLANATION OF VOTE

Mr. DUFFEY of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, early this afternoon,
during roll call no. 9 on the Senate amendment to the bonus
bill, I was unavoidably absent from the Chamber on account
of important business. If I had been present I would have
voter “aye.”

L CENTENNIAL EXPOSITION IN TEXAS

Mr, LANHAM, Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the immediate consideration of House Joint Resolution 459,
to amend the joint resolution entitled “Joint resolution pro-
viding for the participation of the United States in the Texas
Centennial Exposition and celebrations to be held in the
State of Texas during the years 1935 and 1936, and authoriz-
ing the President to invite foreign countries and nations to
participate therein, and for other purposes.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, and I think
perhaps this bill is all right, I think the gentleman should
explain to the House exactly what this will provide, so that
there will be no misunderstanding later on.

Mr. LANHAM. I shall be glad to. The Members of the
House, of course, are familiar with the original joint resolu-
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tion which passed this body with reference to the Federal
participation in the cenfennial celebration in Texas to be
held this year. An appropriation was made for that pur-
pose by the Federal Government, and a Federal Commission
appointed to handle it from the Federal angle.

The purpose of this joint resolution is twofold. The need
for the amendment proposed here has risen by reason of
the fact that certain expenditures which the Federal Com-
mission wishes to make, have met with the suggestion on
the part of the Comptroller General that there should be
an amendment of the original act to permit them. In other
words, as the most striking illustration which really led to
the introduction of this amendment, I cite the following:
At the battlefield of San Jacinto, one o the decisive battles,
I think, of the world, but certainly of this country in the
preservation and promotion of liberty, it is contemplated to
erect a monument with part of these funds. This monu-
ment, of course, would be a permanent structure, and the
original authorization does not provide for permanent
structures. The Commission wishes to devote some of the
funds to this purpose, but the Comptroller General has
recommended that the original action be amended to
permit it.

The second section of the amendment comes about by
reason of the fact that in the original action there was no
recommendation and no authority with reference to what
the Commission would be authorized to do with any property
that came into its hands in the exercise of its functions at
the close of the exposition. So this section 2 provides liberal
authority in this regard in order that it may be given to the
State of Texas or to any public or private agency in the
discretion of the Commission that would be most suitable.

Mr. SNELL. At the time we originally passed this resolu-
tion, of course, it was not intended that this appropriation
or participation on the part of the Federal Government
should be for the purpose of erecting permanent monuments,
or anything of this kind. It was understood then that the
resolution was to provide for participation in the everyday
functions of the exposition and for our exhibits down there.

Mr. LANHAM. That is true. It was somewhat broad in
scope; but the Commission, in view of the fact that the Battle
of San Jacinto was such an important one, especially in the
history of our own country, wished to devote a part of these
funds to some suitable monument.

Mr., SNELL. Is the entire cost of this monument to be
paid out of the Federal appropriation?

Mr. LANHAM. I do not think so. The State of Texas, as
the gentleman perhaps knows, has appropriated $3,000,000 to
be expended in Texas in conjunction with the money appro-
priated by the Federal Government.

Mr. SNELL. It is to be taken out of the general fund?

Mr. LANHAM. To be sure.

el';&r. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LANHAM. Gladly.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. In connection with the cen=-
tennial it was contemplated that the main centennial should
be held in Dallas; but it was contemplated, also, that there
should be markers placed at historic spots in other parts
of the State in reference to the historical development of
the State. I may say to the gentleman from New York
that the expenditures made for these markers will be more
or less permanent and will be better expended, perhaps,
than though it went for some other purpose.

Mr, SNELL., I agree with the gentleman that some of
this money will not be spent to the greatest advantage. I
take the position, however, that the original resolution did
not provide for the erection of permanent monuments. If
the situation is as the gentleman states, and I take the
gentleman's word for it, I shall not, however, interpose
objections.

Mr., LANHAM. The Commission thought the act ought
to be amended so there can be no question about its au-
thority to do these specific things.

Mr. SNELL. I think we may as well spend the money
on this as to waste it on something else.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the joint resolution?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Joint resolution to amend the joint resolution entitled “Joint reso-
lution providing for the participation of the United States in the
Texas Centennial Exposition and celebrations to be held in the
State of Texas during the years 1935 and 1936, and authorizing
the President to invite foreign countries and nations to partici-
pate therein, and for other purposes”

Resolved, etc., That the United States Texas Centennial Commis-
slon established by the joint resolution entitled “Joint resolution
providing for the participation of the United States in the Texas
Centennial Exposition and celebrations to be held in the State of
Texas during the years 1835 and 1936, and authorizing the Presi-
dent to invite foreign countries and nations to participate therein,
and for other purposes”, approved June 28, 1935, is authorized, in
its discretion, to allocate funds from the appropriation made to
carry into effect the provisions of such joint resolution, to the
Texas Centennial Commission, the Commission of Control for
Texas Centennial Celebrations, the Texas Centennial Central Expo-
sition, and to any executive department, independent office, or
establishment of the Government for the purchase of historic
papers and paintings by contract or otherwise without regard to
the provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, the con-
struction and erection of monuments, statues, markers, buildings,
and other structures or any part thereof, including purchase of
sites, the restoration of historic structures, and the purchase of
land in connection with historic structures. The funds so allo-
cated may be expended by such State bodies and Government de-
partments or establishments in any part of the State of Texas in
accordance with the allocation by the Commission. Punds allo-
cated to be expended in Bexar County shall be expended In con-
nection with historic purposes only.

Suc. 2. Monuments, statues, markers, buildings, and other struc-
tures, erected or constructed, and lands, historic papers, and paint-
ings purchased from funds allocated as herein provided shall be-
come the property of the State of Texas, except that in such cases
as the United States Texas Centennial Commission deems it de-
girable and in the public interest, any such erection, structure,
land, or article shall become the property of such organization, or
public or private agency as it may designate, subject to such
requirements as the Commission may deem necessary or appropriate,

The House joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE

Mr. GINGERY. Mr. Speaker, T ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks, and to include therein a radio address
made by Secretary of War Dern on January 13, 1936,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GINGERY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend
my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following address
of Hon. George H. Dern, of War, over the N. B. C.
network on January 13, 1936, 10:30 p. m.:

Philippine independence is a vital subject in the Philippines.
Every Filipino is interested in it and knows about it. Amer-
ican ought to be interested in it too, and ought to know about it,
for it involves our honor in keeping our promises.

The Philippine Islands are the only Christian counfry in the
Orient, and are about to become the only true Republic in the
‘Far East. Philippine development has been profoundly influenced
by two contacts with the Western world.

In 1521, or more than four centuries ago, the first man who
ever sailed around the globe, Ferdinand Magellan, by chance
brought a Spanish squadron to the Philippines. Sailing across
the Atlantic around South America which Columbus had dis-
covered only a few years before, through the Straits which now
bear his name, he struck boldly out across the vast unknown
western ocean which he named the Pacific, landed first on Guam,
.now an American island, and then discovered the Philippine
Archipelago. He came to the Island of Cebu, with the Bible in
one hand and the sword in the other, for he was not only an
intrepid explorer and colonizer but also a zealous missionary. He
claimed the country for Spain, and within a few days he had
baptized the King and most of the population of Cebu. A little
group on the small island of Mactan, who had never heard of
the great King of Spain, and who objected to having Christianity
thrust upon them, gave battle, and Magellan was killed near
the spot where his monument now stands.

Magellan’s exploits caused other Spanish expeditions to be sent
from Mexico, for the Philippine Islands were colonized and gov-
erned through the Viceroy of Mexico until Mexico threw off the

yoke and became an independent nation early in the
nineteenth century. Forty-three years before the first permanent
English settlement in the United States at Jamestown, Va., Legaspl
sailed from Mexico, and finally conquered the islands. He named
them for the prince who became Spain’s great King, Philip II.,
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Gradually Spanish civilization and culture were established among
the natives. This was the first contact of the Philippine Islands
with western civilization, and it lasted more than 300 years.

The Spaniards gave the Filipinos a religious ideal and the be-

of education and increased knowledge, as well as better
buildings and roads, something like uniform laws, and the outline
of a coordinated political system. Nevertheless, the Filipinos were
never contented under Spanish rule. During the three centuries
between 1573 and 1872 if is estimated that there were more than a
hundred revolts, large and small,

On June 19, 1861, was born the great Filipino patriot, Jose Rizal,
whose monument now stands in the plaza of practically every con-
siderable town in the islands. He is revered as the national hero
and martyr who brought about the downfall of Spanish misrule.
He is an outstanding example of that small, select group of men
in human history who have profoundly influenced the destiny of
their people, and whose names symbel!?u their national aims and
aspirations.

Through his novels and other writing Rizal aroused the Filipinos
to a keen sense of their wrongs and a passionate longing for relief.
He himself never counseled a violent revolution, but hoped to
bring about reforms by means under the Spanish flag.

Since Rizal would not lead them to revolt, other leaders did so,
and on August 26, 1896, the Philippine revolution against Spain

. Rizal was arrested, unjustly accused of having incited the
revolution, and on December 80, 1886, was executed.

The revolution gained force, and soon a new leader came to the
front. He was a youth of 27 years, only lately out of college, but
Emilio Aguinaldo quickly showed great talents of command.
Under his direction rapid military progress was made in every
Province, until he had driven the Spanish troops into
and had the city surrounded and beseiged, except by way of the
sea, the avenue through which the Spanish Army could still get
supplies and reinforcements.

Then, on February 15, 1898, the United States battleship Maine
was blown up in Habana Harbor, precipitating war between Spain
and the United States, which was declared on April 21. On May 1,
1898, occurred the Battle of Manila, in which the Spanish fleet
was destroyed by the United States Asiatic squadron, under the
command of Commodore Dewey.

Since a fleet alone cannot take and hold territory, American
soldiers were sent to Manila, and on August 13 the Spanish
authorities surrendered the city to the United States forces.
Aguinaldo was not permitted to enter the city with his troops, and
friction between him and the Americans developed. On January
21, 1809, General Aguinaldo promulgated the Constitution of the
Philippine Republic, and was inaugurated as president, and 2
weeks later the Philippine Insurrection against the United States
commenced.

And so we found ourselves fighting the Filipinos—a people
who were struggling for independence. Our occupation of the
Philippines was not premeditated, but had come about entirely
through the fortuitous chance of war., Whatever may be said
of us, we certainly did not take the Islands with any thought of
territorial aggrandizement. What was then to be the attitude
of the United States toward a freedom-loving and freedom-seeking
colony which it had so accidently acquired?

There were some imperialists among us who looked toward a
policy of colonial expansion and exploitation, and who said,
“Where the American flag once goes up it never comes down.”
Buch a departure from our national ideals never commended itself
to the American people.

Wisely or unwisely, we had taken the Philippines. Wisely or
unwisely, we had assumed the burden and responsibility of
governing them. And yet we said the Philippines belonged to
the Filipino people; that we were merely their trustees, and
that when they were competent to take care of themselves we
would resign our trust and let them govern themselves.

Colonial exploitation was repugnant to our minds. We declared
that the good of the colony, not our own good, must be the first
consideration, which was perhaps a brand new idea in a world
which had always colonized for quite different reasons.

Through no fault of their own, the people of the Philippines
had not been trained in the difficult art of seli-government, and
had never been given an opportunity to demonstrate whether
they could rule themselves or not, nor whether they would re-
spect the rights and property of others.

How could we tell whether they had been disciplined, as Anglo-
Saxons had been disciplined for centuries, to submit to the ex-
pressed will of the majority, no matter how wrong the individual
might degm that dm&??uio be? Where that principle is not
accepted democracy m

And so we set up a military government and proceeded to put
down the insurrection. We soon discovered that we had a first-
class war on our hands, At first there was heavy fighting between
the two armies, in which the Filipino forces were driven back and
broken up into small bands. A period of guerrilla warfare ensued,
which lasted more than a year and a half, We had more than
70,000 troops scattered all over the Philippines, and we had a
garrison in every fown of importance and in many places that
were mere villages. But the guerrilla warfare continued, under
the direction of General Aguinaldo, who was in a remotfe hiding
Ela.ce. There is no telling how long the insurrection might have

if General Frederick Funston had not accidentally learned
the whereabouts of General Aguinaldo, and, by bold stratagem,
captured him.

The capture of General Aguinaldo soon terminated the insur-
rection, and the islands were rapidly pacified. The military gov=
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ernment, after having established peace and order, and after hav-
ing made the beginnings of the American type of administration
and jurisprudence, of popular education, of building roads, and
of modern sanitation, was superseded by a civil government, and
step by step self-government was introduced. The second con-
tact of the Philippines with western civilization had begun, this
time according to the American style of liberty, enlightenment,
and p! What has been accomplished in the last 37 years
is & marvelous story.

Popular election of municipal and provincial officers was in-
stituted 3 years after American occupation, and so the school for
democracy was under way. So apt were the native officials that
5 or 6 years later the popular election of the lower house of
the Philippine Legislature went into effect. The results were
entirely satisfactory, and in 1916, with the encouragement of
President Wilson, the Jones Act was passed, making the entire
Philippine Legislature elective, and giving the Filipinos an en-
larged part in administrative affairs. This was a long step toward
self-government.

Let me invite your attention to portions of the preamble of
the Jones Act, which was passed by almost the unanimous vote
of both parties in Congress:

“It was never the intention of the people of the United States
in the incipiency of the war with Spain to make it a war of con-
quest or for territorial aggrandizement; and

“It is, as it has always been, the purpose of the people of
the United States to withdraw their sovereignty over the Philip-
pine Islands and to recognize their independence as soon as a
stable government can be established therein.”

This preamble can only be construed as a definite promise of
eventual independence. The Jones Act gave the Filipinos a
large measure of self-government and they responded magnifi-
cently to their new responsibilities and opportunities.

Meanwhile, that great symbol of democracy, the “little red
schoolhouse” of the United States, was transplanted to the Phillp-
pines, and universal popular education became and remains as
much & Philippine ideal as it is an American ideal. The hunger
of the Filipinos, young and old, for education has been
remarkable.

At the beginning of American occupation there were practically
no decent roads in the Philippines. Today there is an excellent
systemn of highways, those indispensable requisites to agriculture,
commerce, industry, and social intercourse. 1 wish I had time to
tell you how the health and well-being of the people has been im-
proved through modern sanitation since American occupation;
how public works of various kinds have added to the security,
comfort, and self-respect of the people; how the courts have been
made temples of justice for rich and poor alike; and how the
well-being of the islands has been improved by introducing and
fostering new Industries which increase the national income,
furnish employment, and raise the standard of living.

Perhaps the greatest thing that the United States has done for
the Philippines is to give them free access to our markets. Since
they have been able to ship their sugar, coconut oil, hemp, tobacco,
and other products to the United States without paying duty they
have prospered marvelously and are now enjoying a higher
standard of living than any other country in the Orient.

Notwithstanding the tremendous benefits which the Filipinos
had received from thelr connection with the United States, their
longing for independence continued, and finally the Tyding-Mc-
Duffie Act, which is entitled, “An act to provide for the complete
independence of the Philippine Islands”, etc., was passed. I have
Just returned from the Philippines where, on the 15th of Novem-
ber, I participated in the inauguration of the new government
which was thereby authorized.

By virtue of the independence act there has been created a
government called the Commonwealth of the Philippines, which
gives the islands almost complete autonomy in their local affairs,
putting not only the legislative but also the executive and judicial
departments into the hands of the Filipinos. The people elect
their own President and Vice President, and also the members
of their own legislative department, which consists of one house,
known as the National Assembly, and they elect or appoint their
own judges.

The inauguration of the Commonwealth of the Philippines de-
serves to be rated as a historic event in the annals of both the
United States and the Philippines.

The question is sometimes asked, “Why does the United States
give up so valuable a territorial on as the Philippine
Islands?” The answer is that the value of the islands to the
United States does not enter into the calculation. We give them
up because we promised them their independence and because
of the American conception of the fundamental right of peoples
to govern themselves. When the American flag finally comes down
in the Philippines it will come down with increased honor for our
country.

It is not often that a new nation is launched with such cor-
dial friendship and mutual good will, Often new nations are
born in the welter of battles and bloodshed.

President Manuel L, Quezon and Vice President Serglo Osmensa
are the two undisputed leaders of the Filipino people and have
been intimately connected with the development of self-govern-
ment and the movement for independence. Their long experience
in governmental affairs affords every reason to expect a success-
ful administration of the Commonwealth.

Independence is not yet complete, and the islands will remaln
under American sovereignty for another 10 years. At the end of
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that period American sovereignty will be withdrawn and the
Philippine Republic will supersede the Commonwealth of the
Philippines as a completely independent nation.

The 10-year transition period was deemed wise and prudent,
principally to enable the Philippines to make the necessary re-
adjustments in their economic life. If they were suddenly re-
quired to pay full tariff rates on their exports to the United States,
it was feared that it would ruin some of their most important
industries, thereby throwing a great many people out of employ-
ment and causing much hardship and suffering. The transition
period is, therefore, intended to benefit the Filipino people, and
to give the new nation a better chance for success. Moreover, the
transition period will give the Filipinos a period of training in the
executive branch of the government.

The United States still reserves certain powers, including direct
supervision and control over foreign affairs, and, in general, the
right to intervene in case of serious disorders or failure of the
Commonwealth government to meet its obligations. We keep a
United States High Commissioner in the islands as the representa-
tive of the sovereignty of the United States. The first High Com-
missioner is the last Governor General, the Honorable Frank
Murphy, who has made such an outstanding record during the
past 215 years that he deserves to be ranked among the greatest
Governor Generals whom we have sent to the Philippines.

Those who have been in a position to observe closely the
the Filipinos have played in the development of their civil gov-
ernment have nothing but admiration for them and have no mis-
glvings about their fitness for self-government and independence.
I see no reason why the Commonwealth should not be a success
and why complete independence should not be achieved on sched-
ule time. Certainly we ought to do everything we can to help
them on their way.

In granting independence to the Philippines we are fulfilling
a promise, and, as President Roosevelt said a few weeks ago, “It
is good for a nation to keep its word.”

As Americans, therefore, we may be pardoned a natural feeling
of gratification over having been true to our national ideals and
doing a deed worthy of our ancestry. We rejoice at having had
this opportunity to “proclaim liberty through all the land unto
all the inhabitants thereof”, and to give the world an example
of the true meaning of American democracy. May we never falter
in putting human rights, human liberties, and human welfare
above all selfish ambitions, individually or nationally, at home
or abroad, and thereby help to make the world safe through
democracy, which may, after all, be more to the point than
making the world safe for democracy.

If our own cooperation with the Filipinos in a practical way
to establish a new democratic republie, fashioned after the Amer-
ican plan, shall renew our devotion to the high principles which
gave birth to our own Nation then our sojourn in the Philippines
will have been a blessing to ourselves no less than to the Fili-
pinos. Men always benefit by obeying their noble impulses, and
50 do nations. The performance of one righteous, unselfish act
by America makes it easier and surer for her to be just and up-
right in all her international relations. It is a proper ambition
for her to deserve the esteem and affection, not of the Pilipinos
alone, but of all right-thinking nations. To deserve them she
must keep on high ground.

POLITICAL PHARISEES AND THE CONSTITUTION

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp, and to include therein
an editorial appearing in the Bergen Evening Record, of
Hackensack, N. J.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection,

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend
my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following editorial

from the Bergen Evening Record, of Hackensack, N. J.:
[From the Bergen Evening Record, Tuesday, Jan. 21, 1936]

Former Presidentfial candidate Alfred E. Smith and his strange
bedfellows, the Liberty Leaguers, are vociferously defending the
much-revered but overexploited Constitution of the United States.
They imply the American democracy was founded upon that
document, when, as & matter of historical fact, the Republic was
established upon a prior and more liberal Anglo-Saxon assertion of
human rights.

The foundation of that new theory of government was the
Declaration of Independence, which was adopted in 1776, and be-
came finally effective, after 7 soul-searing years of bloodshed and
privation, in 1783. Six years later, in 1789, and 13 years after the
signing of the Declaration, the Constitution was adopted, not to
establish a new principle of government but to secure by funda-
mental law and give practical effect to the human governmental
principles enunciated in the Declaration itself.

With regard to the Constitution and its inviolacy, its rather
pharisalcal defenders forget that only 1 year after its adoption,
in 1790, 10 amendments had to be annexed to it, and that in every
grave national crisis thereafter the document had to be amended
to meet the changing human needs in a democracy. Now, there
are 21 amendments, all made pursuant to article 5, which pre-
scribes the manner in which such changes may be effected.




Declaration asserted: “We hold * * * that all men
are endowed * * * with certain unalienable rights;
that to secure these rights (life, liberty, and the pursuit

) governments are instituted among men, deriving
wers from the consent of the governed; that when-

er any form of government becomes destructive of these ends,
it 1s the right of the people to alter or to abolish it, and to In-
stitute new government, laying its foundation on such principles
and organizing its power in such form, as to them shall seem
most likely to effect their safety and happiness.”

In 1933 when the present administration assumed the burdens
of government there were 15 million unemployed, who with their
25 million dependents comprised a third of the Nation's popula-
tion. Failure of the administration to provide relief for these
40 million citizens would have been an omission that most cer-
tainly could be destructive of their rights to at least life and the
pursuit of happiness.

In some agricultural States the farmers, due to a national eco-
nomic crisis beyond their control, were faced with the loss of
their homes and their means of livelihood through wholesale
foreclosures. In their dire necessity they figuratively told the
law and the Constitution to go to Hades when by display of
organized resistance they compelled local judicial authority to
desist from enforcing the mortgage foreclosure and tax-sale laws.

society could then have enforced the letter of the
Constitution by sending the Federal troops to quell that civic
insurrection; but if it had, a conflagration would have resulted
that instead of altering a form of government might conceivably
have abolished it.

In such circumstances it became necessary for the people of
a democracy to e at least the liberal spirit, if not the
meticulous letter, of their Constitution. Humanity, if not self-
preservation, demanded that the other 80 million Americans be-
come their brothers’ keeper through any orderly governmental
process available to them. They, through their duly elected
President and Congress, met that national crisis in the legislative
manner prescribed for them by experience and expedience.

The resultant legislation unquestionably relieved a critical con-
dition even though the Nation's future had to be emergently mort-
gaged to do so, but to assert that our economic and civic prob-
lems have been definitely solved is self-delusive, There are still
10,000,000 unemployed and 15,000,000 dependents who, without
governmental made work or the morale-shattering dole, would
starve and freeze. The other 100,000,000 Americans could not live
In social security if those human needs were unprovided for
either by industry or by government.

Far from solving our still grave national problems, the adverse
decisions of the Supreme Court which have given administration
critics so much recent joy have therefore merely accentuated
them., Its nine cloistered members doubtless followed judicial
precedent faithfully by interpreting meticulously the letter of
the Constitution. As the lawful guardians of it, they performed
their functions courageously and in accordance with precept.

But the President and Congress, in closer touch with human
needs in a period of acute national travail, tried to apply the
broader spirit of both the Constitution and the declaration of
governmental principles and human rights which was the founda-
tion on which the Republic was established 13 years before the
Constitution was adopted.

Liberty Leaguers are trying to capitalize “Thou shalt not", which
is exactly what the original Pharisees iried in a grain fleld to
embarrass a great Teacher 20 centuries ago. He replied: “The
Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath.” The
present administration might just as aptly reply to the modern
pharisees: “The Constitution was made for the people, not the
people for the Constitution.”

NEUTRALITY LEGISLATION

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp, and to
include therein a radio talk delivered the other evening on
the question of neutrality by Mr. Walter Lippmann.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. Speaker, under the
leave to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I include the
following talk delivered by Walter Lippmann over WEAF,
Saturday, January 18, at 11 p. m.

Ladles and gentlemen, in the course of the next 4 or 5 weeks
Congress will have to pass some kind of law dealing with the
subject of neutrality. I think you will that that 1s a very
short time in which to deal with a very big subject. It would be
hard enough if had nothing else to do than to discuss
this one question for the next month. But there are a dozen
other important questions which it has to discuss at the same
time. It has the bonus to deal with and the Budget and relief
and what is to come after the A. A. A., and the plain fact is that
neither Congress nor the President nor the country can give its
undivided attention to the guestion of neutrality. Yet it is per-
haps the greatest of all questions. For on it may very well de-
pend the lives of millions of men and the security of the American
Republic. It is a question of such overwhelming importance that
no one who has any sense of responsibility will wish to settle it

- "
-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 22

mlhtt'rrry: to settle 1t without thorough debate and careful

Why, then, must this momentous question be dealt with in such
& hwrry? The answer to that is that it is wholly unnecessary to
gettle it in a hurry. There is now on the statute books a law
last August which governs American neutrality in the war
that is being fought between Italy and Ethiopia. This law is
working well enough. It has not involved the United States in
any serious controversies with Italy or with Ethiopia. No Ameri-
can interests have been endangered. There is nothing in the
immediate situation which gives anyone reason to fear that the
United States might be drawn into this particular war. In other
words, the law we now have is achieving what the American
people want a neutrality law to achieve. It is keeping us out
of war with our vital interests and our honor There
is only one trouble with the present law. It expires automatically

29th of February. So far as this war goes, all
that is needed, therefore, is for Congress to extend the present
law for another year or so. That could be easily done.

If there were no other war in sight that would be all that any
one would wish to do. But, of course, there are other wars, much
greater wars In sight, and it is these greater wars that Congress
and the administration and the people are worried about. There
i1s good reason to be worried. The plain fact is that all the great

powers of Europe and Asia are arming feverishly and preparing

i

of a very great war that might easily involve
almost all of the nations of Europe, Africa, and Asia.

Clearly, it is our duty to take every precaution we can take to
see to it, if such a great war breaks out, that it does not involve
the United States.

The practical question mow before the country, the question
that has to be decided at once, is whether Congress can, before
the 29th of February, determine exactly how the United States
ghall act in the event of a great and Asiatic war.

This is the fundamental question on which the American people
have to make up their minds. It should be clearly grasped. Can
Congress in the next 4 weeks decide how the United States shall
act in the event of another great war? This is the real question
on which Congress is divided. This is the real issue between the
administration and those who think as Senator Nye thinks. If
is no use arguing about loans and munitions and cotion and oil
and steel and ships and submarines until we make up our minds
on this basic question: Are we going to decide now, in the next
month, what must be done about all these things? Senator Nye
wishes to say what must be done. He wishes to go as far as he
can in laying down a rigid policy which the Government must
follow.

Those who are opposed to him say that it is in the highest
degree dangerous to attempt to say now exactly what the policy of
the Government must be, Their contention is that while Congress
should give the Government all the powers it might need in order
to preserve American neutrality, it is wrong, it is unwise, it is
dangerous, for Senator NYE or anyone else to attempt to say pre-
cisely what must be done. No one has any objections, on the
contrary, everyone agrees, that it may be necessary to do all the
things that Senator NyE and his friends wish to do. No one has
any objections to giving the Government the power to do them.
But there is the most serious objection to saying now, to deciding
in a hurry before February 29, that any or all of these things must
be done no matter what the circumstances, no matter what the
conditions, no matter what the crisis may be, which may at some
future time confront the American people.

The attempt to write a binding, cast-iron law today to fix
American neutral policy in another great war is like saying, “I
may have to play a game of bridge next week and I have decided
to lead the eight of diamonds.” It is like saying, “I may play
football next autumn and on the second play I am going to call
for a forward pass.” It is like saying, “I have decided that my
grandchild is to be a prize fighter”, without knowing whether
your grandchild is to be a boy or a girl.

In the case of a possible great war in the future nobody knows
today, nobody in the Senate, nobody in any country anywhere,
when it will break out. Nobody knows where it will break out.
Nobody knows who will be fighting. Nobody knows who will be
neutral. Nobody knows who will be allied with whom. Nobody
knows whether it will be fought on the sea, in the air, or on land.
Nobody can look into the future and predict the character of the
war which Congress is to make laws about. How, under these
circumstances, can any Senator pretend that he knows enough,
that he is sufficlently a prophet, to write a law which fixes in
advance the correct policy of the United States?

The best proof that this is impossible is to be found in the fact
that 17 years after the end of the World War a Senate committee
has just spend a hundred thousand dollars trying to find out how
and why the United States entered it. That war is over. Yet here

last war, how on earth can Congress write a law in 4 weeks telling
us exactly how to behave in the next war?

I do not mean to say that we cannot learn much from our mis-
takes in the last war which will help us to act more wisely the next
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time. I am sure we can, and that it is our duty to study carefully
and dispassionately the history of our attempt to maintain neu-
trality and the events which caused us to fail. But I am equally
certain that we shall not learn much from that experience, if we
start with the notion that we already know all about it.

As a matter of fact, if it were possible today o describe the char-
acter of the next war, if it were known who is going to fight, and
where, and what the military plan of the next war is to be, the next
war would almost certainly not take place. If it were known who
is going to attack, when he is going to attack, where he is going
to attack, who is going to oppose him, there would be no great
difficulty in preventing the attack. The very essence of the war
danger, however, lies in the inability of the governments and the
people to foresee the future. The essence of the danger is that the
time, the military strategy, the purposes cannot be foreseen—that
the war, if it comes, will come as a surprise and at a moment when
the world is not ready for it.

The moral I draw from this is that for the United States to tie
its hands today is to increase the danger to the United States,
not to diminish it. The only way to be prepared for an unpre-
dictable emergency is to be able to move, to have your hands
free, to be alert, resourceful, powerful, and unentangled. These
proposals to settle American policy in advance are an attempt to
say that we know better today what the emergency will require,
though we do not know what the emergency will be, than the
President and Congress who actually see what the emergency is.

It is a pretty good rule in human affairs that men should solve
the problems of their own day and not try to tell their descend-
ants and their successors how to settle their problems.

The policy of the United States Government is to remain unen-
tangled and free. Let us follow that policy. Let us remain unen-
tangled and free. Let us make no alliances. Let us make no
commitments. By the same token let us pass no laws which will
bind the future, tie the hands of the Government, deprive it of
its freedom, cause it to be entangled in a statute based on what
somebody at this moment thinks the Government ought to do in
the future.

The simple truth is that we are not wise enough to tell a future
Congress and a future President what they must do. We shall be
very fortunate if we are wise enough to decide what we must do
in the situation that is right before our eyes. We shall need all
the wisdom we can find to cross the bridge that we are now trying
to cross without deciding also how our successors shall cross the
bridges that they will have to cross.

HONOR TO RESERVE OFFICERS

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of Re-
serve officers, and to include therein an article prepared by
myself and published in the magazine “The Reserve Officer.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, by permission of the House,
I am offering for printing in the REcorp, as part of my re-
marks, an article prepared by me and published in the Reserve
Officer for January 1936. This magazine is the official pub-
lication of the Reserve Officers Association of the United
States, an organization composed exclusively of Reserve
officers and having a membership of approximately 28,000.
Of course, all of the 110,000 Reserve officers are eligible for
membership in this association. I regard it as a very useful
organization of patriotic citizens who devote their time and
talents to the cause of national defense, without receiving
or expecting any compensation whatsoever.

As I point out in these remarks, military preparedness is
the “hobby” of these officers. They are civilians like the rest
of us and have to work to support themselves and their
families in ordinary business pursuits. But this particular
class of citizens, the Reserve officers, devote most of their
leisure time to the study of matters affecting their respec-
tive military activities. I should personally be greatly
pleased if all Reserve officers could see their way clear to
become members of this association. The organization uses
its strength and influence solely to advance the catse of na-
tional defense. They have no selfish ax to grind. I have
been more or less intimately associated with this organiza-
tion for the last 10 or 12 years, and, though I am not now
eligible to be a member, I can endorse whole-heartedly and
enthusiastically its work.

Mr. Speaker, to you who come from the Volunteer State,
this article, emphasizing the high qualities of the volunteer
soldier, ought to be very full of appeal. Such a soldier was
Andrew Jackson, and such have been practically all of the
citizens of Tennessee whenever the Nation has been at
war. But Tennessee in this respect is but typical of all the
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States and of all the sections and of all the citizens of this
Republic. But peculiar mention is due to the citizen who,
looking far ahead, sees the day of inevitable emergency and
begins to prepare in advance, so that he may be the more
useful in serving his country.

Here is the article to which I refer:

Ler Us Honor THOSE WHO PREPARE

(By Hon. JoHN J. McSwAIN, M. C., chairman, House Military Affairs
Committee)

The Romans had a maxim that “Who gives quickly, gives twice.”
On the same principle, he who volunteers before war to become
prepared to fight during war to defend his nation should be twice
honored, first for his good sense and vision and next for his patri-
otic sacrifice of time and strength. All honor to the volunteer
soldiers of every war, but more honor to those who volunteer before
war and equip themselves to be instantly ready for any unexpected
outbreak of war.

Such is the case of the Reserve officers. Since they receive no
pay for their time and efforts to become prepared, certainly their
motives are not mercenary. Since their services are absolutely
vital to the defense of America, they should receive our thanks
and our honor. All history, all experience, and common sense
warn us that war may break any day. War comes like a thief in
the night. I pray never again to see the scourge of war aflict our
Nation, but I cannot forget that twice since I was 21 years old wars
have come to America and they were separated by 19 years. I
volunteered for both, but circumstances prevented my seeing serv-
ice in the Spanish-American War. If we take the same measure
of 19 years, who would be surprised to see war break upon us in
1937? The average interval of time between wars in our history
has been about 25 years, Yet who is now ready for war? Have we
profited by the great lessons of the last war and the lessons of our
history in all wars? Have we passed the necessary law to prevent
profiteering upon our Government and upon our civil population?
Have we prepared a financial plan whereby we may “pay as we
fight”? Have we enough officers competent to organize, train, and
lead the millions of unorganized militia? Who would rather see
our Nation defeated than to help it become properly prepared to
defend itself? Who can guarantee that no war will be forced upon
us within 10 years? Who will take the responsibility of having our
Nation remain unprepared? Why cannot all of us look ahead and
prepare for the possibility of war, just as the Reserve officers are
preparing? However peaceful our intentions are, who dare take
the risk of having some of the dictators and military cliques of
the world force war upon us? Who would have America submit
supinely to such dictators and militarists rather than stand up
and fight for our rights as our fathers and their fathers have done?

Why be so much interested in the Reserves? Because I am inter-
ested in national defense, and because more than 90 t of the
officers who will lead in combat the citizen soldiers mobilized to
defend our Nation must be Reserve officers. Ninety percent will
certainly leaven the whole lump.

DEFENSE DEPENDS ON THE RESERVES

Since we must have a system of defense, and since the actual
defending forces in the field will be led by Reserve officers almost
exclusively, the degree of effectiveness of our defense depends upon
the efficiency and character of our Reserve officers.

Now, of all times, we must be building up the quality and char-
acter of our Reserve officers. The disturbed condition of world
affairs, with dictators here and there having hair-trigger power
to start a war at their own whim and fancy, and with absolute
monarchies under control of militaristic groups, it is necessary
for America to look to her defenses, We are the great creditor
Nation of the world; we are the richest Nation of the world;
we are the most peace-loving Nation in the world. It is there-
fore too easy for some dictator or militaristic clique to assume,
as did the Kaiser and his advisers back in 1915, 1916, and 1917, that
Americans will not fight to defend their land, their possessions,
their rights, and their honor.

The Kaiser and Von Bethmann-Hollweg and Von Tirpitz dis-
covered their mistake to their sorrow, but we were fortunately
circumstanced then, in that the Allies were holding back the
German onrush. Though bled almost white and fighting with
their backs to the wall, France and Great Britain held the line
until the Americans got there. We were slow in getting there.
We hardly knew how to start to get ready to fight. It was
nearly a year and a half after we declared war before sufficient
American armies were organized and trained and put into posi-
tion to relieve the French and English and to push back the
Central Powers so hard that they surrendered. We dare not count
upon such a fortunate situation next time. The allies of today
may not be our allies of tomorrow. We may have to fight alone
a great combination of powers. So long as we fight to defend
our own land, if our forces are adequately trained and equipped
and provisioned with supplies and ammunition, we will be able
to resist invasion and to save our land.

We cannot judge of our adequacy of defense merely by pointing
to the Regular Army. It would be hardly a drop in the bucket.
Most Regular Army officers would be in position of high command
and in staff positions, training and organizing, equipping and
supplying the vast armies of civilian soldiers. The officers of the
platoons and the companies, and the battalions and of many of
the regiments, and of some of the brigades and divisions, must be
Reserve officers. These are the officers who will smell the powder,
catch the bullets, breathe in the noxious gases, sustain the shock
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of high explosives, and lead our troops either to victory or defeat.
It must not be defeat. Therefore, our Reserve officers must be

ing camps for instruction.

Most of these Reserve officers are well educated; most of them
are succeeding in their private businesses and professions; most
of them have high qualities of natural leadership; most of them
are rapidly attaining knowledge and experience in the handling
of troops and in the conduct of combat. I liff my hat in honor
of these unselfish patriotic Reserve officers.

PREPARATION IS “HOBBY"

A great thinker has said that the character of a man is deter-
mined largely by the nature of his hobby. By "hobby” we mean
how a man spends his leisure time away from the business by
which he makes a living. With the Reserve officers, the study of

and

the art of tactics,
constitute their “hobby.’
work to support themselves and their families, and to pay their
taxes to their Government, they spend their evenings studying
text-books, attending lectures and answering q to
increase their proficiency as officers. Why do they do this? Cer-
tainly not for money, because they are paid nothing. After keep-
ing themselves uniformed and paying the expenses of atiending
lectures, Reserve officers, even those who attend camp, come out
at the end of the year showing a loss by reason of working at
this “hobby.’

This influences their character, this marks their character, be-
cause it shows they have the volunteer spirit, the spirit of a
patriot and of a far-seeing patriot at that. Most any citizen will
volunteer to defend his nation after war breaks. It is the cliizen
who takes the long look into the future after surveying the history
of the past, and realizes that war may break in his age and gen-

leaders of those who do not look so far ahead, who is a volunteer
without compensation, gives his

to preparation as against the day when
he is certainly a patriot of the highest type.

of the nth degree. Such an unselfish, far-sighted patriotic citizen
is entitled now, in peacetime, to the respect and admiration of
his fellow citizens. It is common for the Nation to admire and to
love those who volunteer in war to defend our shores, but our
people ought to admire and love more those citizens who volun-
teer before war, and get ready for war, so that they may be more
useful and helpful, in conducting a war of defense.

NO WAR EXCEPT FOR DEFENSE

In conclusion, I emphasize the thought of defense and defense
only. America will never inaugurate a war of on. Our
people think peace, talk peace and pray for peace. We want to
be let alone, but our people, like all worthy people, as revealed
by history, will fight and fight heroically in defense of their homes
Without this spirit of willingness to defend by force
rights, we would not be a Nation today.
allowing a militaristic cligue to get
o But I also realize the dangers and
waits a nation not prepared to defend itself. His-
of examples of both sorts of people. But America is
danger of falling into the hands of a militaristic group.
m of government, our ideals, and the nature of our peo-
and will prevent it. On the other hand, America
to her gates and face the facts of her own history,
history, and especially realize that as the world is or-
today some unimportant murder, a bullet fired by a
assassin, some strange sinking of a ship, may thrust us
our will into a situation where we must fight or surrender
our rights. Americans descended from Pilgrim Fathers, from
Cavalier pioneers, from all who sought here civil and religious
freedom, from fathers who followed Washington, and later fol-
lowed Jackson, and later still followed Scott and Taylor, and even
later still followed Grant on one side and Lee on the other,
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blood, in order that the Nation so
may be preserved. This is not jingoism; this is not sword rat-
tling; this is not the mark of militarism. It is simply common
sense Americanism. It is that America whose defense rests upon
civilian soldiers, led by those volunteer soldiers who volunteer to
prepare themselves in advance of war. These are called Reserve
officers.

These Reserve officers save us from militarism, They are our
American substitute for a standing army. They also save us from
flabby, .selfish, defenseless pleasure-seeking. They keep iron in
America's bloodstream. They follow both the example and teach-
ing of Washington. They are preserving our peace, by standing
as a warning to any invader.
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RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEES

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following com~-
munication:

Hon. JoserH W. BYRNS,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.
Dear Mr. SrEARER: I hereby resign my membership from the fol-
lowing committees, to take effect immediately: Merchant Marine
and Fisheries; Insular Affairs; Education; Revision of the Laws.

Sincerely,
Louts C. RasauT, M. C.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the resignation will
be accepted.
There was no objection.
LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to
Mr. BuceANaN, for 1 week, on account of illness.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill of the House of the following title, which was
thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.9870. An act to provide for the immediate payment
of World War adjusted-service certificates, for the cancela-
tion of unpaid interest accrued on loans secured by such
certificates, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of
the Senate of the following titles:

S.1626. An act for the refunding of certain countervailing
customs duties collected upon logs imported from British
Columbia;

S.2421. An act to amend the act entitled “An act forbid-
ding the transportation of any person in interstate or for-
eign commerce, kidnaped or otherwise unlawfully detained,
and making such act a felony”, as amended;

S.2887. An act authorizing the Perry County Bridge
Commission of Perry County, Ind., to construct, maintain,
and operate a foll bridge across the Ohio River at or near
Cannelton, Ind.;

$5.3120. An act to authorize and direct the Secretary of
the Treasury to tfransfer certain moneys to “Punds of Fed-
eral prisoners”;

S.3131. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge and causeway
across the water between the mainland, at or near Cedar
Point and Dauphin Island, Ala.; and

S.3425. An act authorizing an appropriation for payment
to the Government of Norway in settlement of all claims
for reimbursement on account of losses sustained by the
owner and crew of the Norwegian steamer Tampen.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that commitiee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, bills of the House of the following
titles:

H.R. 6137. An act for the relief of the Otto Misch Co.; and

H.R.9870. An act to provide for the immediate payment
of World War adjusted-service certificates, for the cancela-
tion of unpaid intefest accrued on loans secured by such
certificates, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 5
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, January 23, 1936, at 12 o'clock noon,

JANUARY 22, 1936.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
614. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated January 20, 1936, submitting a report, together with
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accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of, and
review of reports on, Sabine-Neches waterway, Texas, au-
thorized by the River and Harbor Act approved August 30,
1935, and requested by resolution of the Committee on Com-
merce, United States Senate, adopted May 25, 1935; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

615. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated January 20, 1936, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of,
and review of reports on, Hendricks Harbor, Maine, author-
ized by the River and Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935,
and requested by resolution of the Committee on Commerce,
United States Senate, adopted March 28, 1935; to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors.

616. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropria-
tion for the fiscal year 1936, to remain available until ex-
pended, for the Department of Agriculture, amounting to
$296,185,000, together with a sum equal in amount to cer-
tain unexpended balances (H. Doc. No. 396); to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

617. A letter from the assistant secretary to the Presi-
dent, transmitting a bound volume of World Peaceways
Pledges of Support, together with copies of correspondence
pertaining thereto; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

618. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
_ mitting a draft of a bill to amend an act entitled “An act

to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout
the United States”, approved July 1, 1898, and acts amend-
atory thereof and supplementary thereto; to the Committee
on the Judiciary. :

619. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting a proposed bill to provide for the settlement of
claims against the Government for damages arising from
the operation of vessels of the Coast Guard and the Public
Health Service; to the Committee on Claims.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Committee on Foreign Affairs.
House Joint Resolution 459. Joint resolution to amend the
joint resolution entitled “Joint resolution providing for the
participation of the United States in the Texas Centennial
Exposition and celebrations to be held in the State of Texas
during the years 1935 and 1936, and authorizing the Presi-
dent to invite foreign countries and nations to participate
therein, and for other purposes”; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1920). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DISNEY: A bill (H. R. 10483) to provide revenue
from the importation of crude petroleum and its products;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BACHARACH: A hill (H. R. 10484) to authorize
the Secretary of Commerce to convey to the city of Atlantic
City, N. J., certain portions of the Absecon Lighthouse Reser-
vation, Atlantic City, N. J.; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BOYLAN: A bill (H. R. 10485) relating to the com-
pensation of certain Immigration and Naturalization Service
employees; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu-
ralization.

By Mr. UTTERBACK: A bill (H. R. 10486) to amend sec-
tion 2 of the act entitled “An act to supplement existing laws
against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for other
purposes”, approved October 15, 1914, as amended (U. S. C.,
title 15, sec. 13), and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiciary. -

By Mr. DIMOND: A bill (H. R. 10487) to authorize a
survey of Lowell Creek, Alaska, to determine what, if any,
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modification should be made in the existing project for the
control of its floods; to the Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr. KENNEY: A bill (H, R. 10488) to establish a United
States Army air base at Teterboro, Bergen County, N. J., to
provide a supporting Army air base at a favorable and stra-
tegic location for the protection of the North Atlantic coast
and coast cities and the national defense; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MILLARD: A bill (H. R. 10489) to authorize the
coinage of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the two hun-
dred and fiftieth anniversary of the founding and settlement
of the city of New Rochelle, N. Y.; to the Committee on
Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. WILCOX: A bill (H. R. 10490) to amend chapter
9 of the act of July 1, 1898, entitled “An act to establish a
uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United States”,
approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof and
supplementary thereto; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McSWAIN (by request): A bill (H. R. 10491) to
authorize the Secretary of War to acquire by donation land
at or near Newburgh, in Orange County, N. Y., for aviation
field, military, or other public purposes; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. KRAMER: A bill (H. R. 10492) granting a renewal
of Patent No. 60731, relating to the badge of the Girl Scouts,
Inc.; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. PALMISANO: A bill (H. R. 10493) to authorize the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia to reappoint
Henry Lee Woods in the police department of said District;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. STEFAN: A bill (H. R. 10494) to amend section
32 of the act entitled “An act to authorize the construction
of certain bridges and to extend the times for commencing
and/or completing the construction of other bridges over the
navigable waters of the United States, and for other pur-
poses”, approved August 30, 1935; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GAVAGAN: A bill (H. R. 10495) to authorize the
President of the United States to appoint a board of five
members to receive donations for establishing a National
Conservatory of Music for the education of pupils in music
in all its branches, vocal and instrumental, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education,

By Mr. LUCKEY: A bill (H. R. 10496) to repeal the Potato
Act of 1935; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. McSWAIN (by request): A bill (H. R. 10497) to
provide that the holders of the Medal of Honor, Dis-
tinguished Service Cross, or the Navy Cross, shall be em-
ployed in the civil service without a competitive examina-
tion; to the Committee on the Civil Service.

By Mr. RAMSAY: A bill (H. R. 10498) providing for the
establishment of the National Memorial Prehistoric Mound
Park in the city of Moundsville, Marshall County, W. Va.;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. KOPPLEMANN: A bill (H. R. 10499) to incorporate
the Italian-American World War Veterans of the United
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H, R. 10500) to make further pro-

vision for the conservation and proper utilization of the
soil resources of the Nation; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.
By Mr. DUFFEY of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 10501) t0 amend
the National Housing Act, as amended, so as to permit the
insurance of financial institutions making certain loans
and advances of credit subsequent to March 31, 1936, and
prior to April 1, 1938; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. FERGUSON: A bill (H. R. 10502) to amend the
Revenue Act of 1934, so as to impose taxes upon the proc-
essing of certain agricultural commodities; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: A bill (H. R. 10503) to
promote the public health, safety, and welfare by providing
for the elimination of insanitary and dangerous housing
conditions, to relieve congested areas, to aid in the construc-
tion and supervision of low-rental dwelling accommodations,
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and to further national industrial recovery through the em-
ployment of labor and materials; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. REILLY: Joint Resolution (H. J. Res. 463) author-
izing the President of the United States of America to pro-
claim October 11 of each year General Pulaski’s Memorial
Day for the observande and commemoration of the death of
Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CONNERY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 464) au-
thorizing the President of the United States of America to
proclaim October 11 of each year General Pulaski’s Memo-
rial Day for the observance and commemoration of the
death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXTI, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BLOOM: A hill (H. R. 10504) for the relief of
Booth & Co., Inc., a Delaware corporation; to the Committee
on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10505) for the relief of Patrick Joseph
McEntee; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

By Mr. BOLAND: A bill (H. R. 10506) for the relief of
Thomas A. Coyne; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a hill (H. R. 10507) granting a pension to Mary
Elizabeth O’Keefe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BREWSTER: A bill (H. R. 10508) for the relief of
the Van Buren Light & Power District; to the Committee
on Claims. :

By Mr. CRAVENS: A bill (H. R. 10509) authorizing the
President to present in the name of Congress a medal of
honor to Harold R. Wood; to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

By Mr. CROSBY: A bill (H. R. 10510) granting a pension
to Lizzie Lawson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CULKIN: A bill (H. R. 10511) granting an increase
of pension to Christiann Perrego; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. GAVAGAN: A bill (H. R. 10512) for the relief of
Sarah Antokoletz Weintraub; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

By Mr. HIGGINS of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 10513) for
the relief of Janet Hendel, nee Judith Shapiro; to the Com-~
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10514) for the relief of Lena Hendel, nee
Lena Goldberg; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu-
ralization. ;

By Mr. KNUTE HILL: A bill (H. R. 10515) granting a pen-
sion to Jennie Ledford McNeill; fo the Commitiee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. HOPE: A bill (H. R. 10516) granting an increase
of pension to Mary T. Eagy; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10517) granting an increase of pension
to James E. Mulford; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. JACOBSEN: A bill (H. R. 10518) for the relief of
Charles French; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10519) for the relief of Martin W,
Duffy; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. EOCIALKEOWSKI: A bill (H. R. 10520) for the
relief of Joseph A. Plozy; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

By Mr. LORD: A bill (H. R. 10521) for the relief of
Joseph Mossew; to the Commitiee on Claims.

By Mr. LUCAS: A bill (H. R. 10522) granting a pension to
Anna Angelow; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10523) granting a pension to Agnes G.
Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McKEOUGH: A bill (H. R. 10524) granting a
pension to Ella F. Stewart; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10525) granting a pension to Annie
Marie Swingle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 10526) for the relief of
Edgard B. Ligon; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MAAS: A bill (H. R. 10527) for the relief of Harris
Bros. Plumbing Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MAIN: A bill (H. R. 10528) granting a pension to
Lena P. Riddick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MARSHALL: A bill (H. R. 10529) for the relief of
Ethel Hale Hayes; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. PALMISANO:; A bill (H. R. 10530) granting a pen-
sion to Sarah J. Tuttle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10531) granting a pension to Annie M.,
Oliver; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10532) granting a pension to Lucy Pierce;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10533) for the relief of Chaim (Hyman)
Kaplan; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10534) for the relief of the Marocco
Construction Co., Inc.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. REILLY: A bill (H. R. 10535) granting a pension to
Minnie G. S. Spink; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr, SHANLEY: A bill (H. R, 10536) for the relief of
Kramp & Co., Inc.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 10537) for the
relief of Rachel (or Rose) Nusshaum Shildkraut; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. TOLAN: A bill (H. R. 10538) for the relief of
Richard Killman; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WELCH: A bill (H. R. 10539) for the relief of Max
Weinrib; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

By Mr. WERNER: A bill (H. R. 10540) granting an in-
crease of pension to Philip F. Wells; to the Committee on
Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1, of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

9607. By Mr. ANDREW of Massachusetts: Petition of Na-
tional Association of Cotton Manufacturers, protesting
against continuing the present policy of the Government
which allows imports from foreign countries where wages
are less than one-tenth of what is paid in this country;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

9608. By Mr. CHURCH : Petition of Victory Memorial Hos-
pital Association, signed by Fred B. Whitney, president,
against enactment of excise or other taxes in lieu of process-
ing taxes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

9609. By Mr., CONNERY: Petition protesting against
United States participation in the Olympic Games in Ger-
many; fo the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

9610. Also, declaration of principles of the Clan-Na-Gael,
of Greater Boston, and endorsed by the Emmet Associates
of Lynn, Mass., denouncing the activities of the Carnegie
Foundation and its subsidiaries, and asking for a congres-
sional investigation of the Carnegie Foundation and its sub-
sidiaries; to the Committee on Rules.

9611, By Mr. CULKIN: Petition of seven residents of Caze-
novia, Madison County, N. ¥., favoring passage of House
bill 8739; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

9612. By Mr. DELANEY: Petition of the American-Italian
Union of New York City, requesting the Members of Con-
gress to reenact the neutrality legislation which is now in
full force and effect, because the only safe and realistically
neutral policy for this Nation to attempt is a policy based
upon sound, tested, and accepted international law; namely,
to refuse to deal in munitions with any and all nations at
war and to trade other commodities freely with all nations,
either at war or at peace, provided that in our trade rela-
tions with warring nations we treat both equally and alike;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

9613. Also, petition of the Italian Chamber of Commerce
of New York City, requesting that in the framing of any
neutrality law full consideration be given to the legitimate
interests of industry and trade, so that the natural flow of
trade between the United States and any nations of the
world shall not be hindered, but that such a law should
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limit an embargo on arms, ammunition, and implements ex-
clusively prepared for war purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

9614. By Mr. GAVIGAN: Memorial of the Isabella Coun-
cil, No. 873, Enights of Columbus, supporting policy of allot-
ment of 50 percent of all radio frequencies to educational,
religious, agricultural, labor, and similar non-profit-making
and human-welfare associations; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

9615. By Mr. GOODWIN: Petition of citizens served by
star route no. 7467 in the towns of Columbiaville, Stottville,
Stockport, and Stuyvesant Falls, N. Y., urging legislation
that will indefinitely extend all existing star-route contracts,
and increase the compensation thereon, to an equal basis
with that paid for other forms of mail transportation; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

9616. By Mr. HILDEBRANDT: Resolution submitted by
the Sioux Falls Chamber of Commerce, relative to bringing
about legislation which will place the farming indusiry on
an equality with other industries; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

9617. Also, petition urging mmediate provision for seed
loans by members of Farm Bureau, the Farmers’ Union,
Farm Holiday Association, the Grange, or members of al-
Jotment committees; to the Committee on Agriculture.

9618. Also, petition of patrons of star route no. 59102, be-
tween Sisseton, S. Dak., and Browns Valley, Minn., urging
legislation which will extend all existing star-route con-
tracts and increase the compensation thereon to an equal
basis with that paid for other forms of mail transporta-
tion; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

9619. By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Petition of W. A. Craw-
ford, publisher of the Blooming Grove Times, Blooming
Grove, Tex., favoring Senate bill 2883, which provides for
funds for vocational agriculture and home economics; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

9620. Also, resolutions adopted by Navarro County farmers
at Corsicana, Tex., favoring the equalization and adjust-
ment of the tariff burden upon the agricultural classes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

9621. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Petition relating
to foreign affairs; to the Commiftee on Foreign Affairs.

9622. By Mr. KENNEY: Resolution of the New Jersey
State Planning Board, urging the passage of appropriate
legislation by Congress to establish a permanent national
planning agency in general accordance with the recommen-
dations of the national resources committee; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

9623. By Mr. LORD: Petition of Granville J. Burton and
135 other citizens of Chenango County, N. Y., requesting
the enactment of the Townsend old-age revolving pension
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

9624. By Mr. LUNDEEN: Petition of the Minnesota State
Grange, urging passage of legislation providing for a con-
tinuation of some form of production control; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

9625. Also, petition of the league of Minnesota Munici-
palities, Minneapolis, Minn., urging passage of Senate bill
2883, providing for Federal aid to vocational education;
to the Committee on Education.

9626. Also, petition of the State Conservation Commission
of Minnesota, urging passage of House bill 6594, providing
additional park facilities and recreational grounds; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

9627, Also, petition of Lake Stay Local No. 178 of the
Farmers Education and Cooperative Union of America,
Minnesota Division, Ivanhoe, Minn., urging passage of the
Frazier-Lemke farm refinancing bill, and the Thomas-
Massingale cost-of-production bill; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

9628. Also, petition of the County Board of Lincoln
County, Minn., urging the passage of the Frazier-Lemke
farm refinancing bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

9629. By Mr. MERRITT of New York: Resolution of con-
ference of mayors and other municipal officials of the State
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of New York, endorsing Senate bill 2883; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

9630. Also, resolution of Isabella Council, No. 873, Knights
of Columbus, representing 300 men of the city of New York,
supporting the policy that 50 percent of all radio frequencies
be allotted to educational, religious, and other non-profit-
making associations; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

9631. Also, telegram sent by the New York Chapter of
American Veterans Association to the national commander
of the American Legion; to the Committee on World War
Veterans’ Legislation.

9632. Also, resolution of the Queens Branch of the Ameri-
can Association of University Women, whose members num-
ber 75, urging our Senators and Representatives in the
present session of Congress to support all legislation that
tends toward world peace and to cooperate in all interna-
tional efforts to suppress war by pacific methods: and we
also ask the neutrality of the United States to the extent that
we do not become involved in war, and do not contribute in
any way to a prolongation of war by other nations: to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

9633. Also, resolution of the American-Italian Union, New
York City, regarding proposed neutrality bill; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

9634. Also, resolution of the Grand Lodge of the Order
Sons of Italy in America; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

9635. Also, petition of the Italian Chamber of Commerce,
regarding proposed neutrality bill; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

9636. Also, resolution of the Pontier Democratic Associa-
tion, Inc., advocating immediate payment of adjusted-serv-
ice certificates; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

9637. By Mr. MICHENER: Petition signed by Dale Scofield
and 21 other residents of Jackson, Mich., urging that legisla-
tion be passed at this session of Congress providing for the
indefinite extension of all existing star-route contracts, and
for increasing the compensation thereon to an equal basis
with that paid for other forms of mail transportation; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

9638. By Mr. MONAGHAN: Petition of star-route con-
tractors, for extension of all existing star-route contracts and
increase in compensation thereon to an equal basis with that
paid for other forms of mail transportation; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

9639. Also, petition of star-route contractors, favoring ex-
tension of all existing star-route contracts and increase in
compensation to an equal basis with that paid for other
forms of mail transportation; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

9640. Also, petiton of star-route contractors, for extension
of all existing star-route contracts and increase in compensa-
tion thereon to an equal basis with that paid for other forms
of mail transportation; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

9641. By Mr. PFEIFER: Telegram of the Italian Chamber
of Commerce in New York, Ercole H. Locatelli, president,
concerning neutrality legislation; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

9642, Also, petition of the International Union of Operat-
ing Engineers, Local Union No. 319, Brooklyn, N. Y., favor-
ing the Walsh bill (S. 3055) ; to the Committee on Labor.

9643. By Mr. TARVER: Petition of Mrs. R. E. Hamilton
and 10 other ladies of Douglasville, Ga., in the interest of
world-wide peace and legislation outlawing war; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

9644. Also, petition of Mrs. V. R. Smith and nine other
ladies of Douglasville, Ga., in the interest of world-wide
peace and legislation outlawing war; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

9645. By Mr. WOLCOTT: Petition of Thomas A. Nichol, of
Filion, Mich., and 80 other citizens of the Seventh Congres-
sional District of Michigan, urging the enactment of legis-
lation to indefinitely extend all existing star-route contiacts,
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and increase the compensation thereon to an equal basis
with that paid for other forms of mail transportation; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

9646. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Pontier Demo-
cratic Association, Jamaica, N. Y.; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

SENATE

THURSDAY, JANUARY 23, 1936
(Legislative day of Thursday, Jan. 16, 1936)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock m., on the expiration of
the recess,
Mrurarp E. Typings, & Senator from the State of Mary-
land, appeared in his seat today.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Roeinson, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Wednesday, January 22, 1936, was dispensed with,
and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 459) to amend the
joint resolution entitled “Joint resolution providing for the
participation of the United States in the Texas Centennial
Exposition and celebrations to be held in the State of Texas
during the years 1935 and 1936, and authorizing the Presi-
dent to invite foreign countries and nations to participate
therein, and for other purposes”, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had af-
fixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

S.1626. An act for the refunding of certain countervail-
ing customs duties collected upon logs imported from Brit-
ish Columbia; ;

S.2421. An act to amend the act entitled “An act forbid-
ding the transportation of any person in interstate or for-
eign commerce, kidnaped, or otherwise unlawfully detained,
and making such act a felony”, as amended;

S.2887. An act authorizing the Perry County Bridge Com-
mission, of Perry County, Ind. to construct, maintain, and
operate a toll bridge across the Ohio River at or ncar Can-
nelton, Ind.;

S.3120. An act to authorize and direct the Secretary of
the Treasury to transfer certain moneys to “Funds of Fed-
eral prisoners”;

S.3131. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge and causeway across
the water between the mainland, at or near Cedar Point,
and Dauphin Island, Ala.;

S.3245. An act fto extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Columbia
River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.; and

S.3425. An act authorizing an appropriation for payment
to the Government of Norway in settlement of all claims
for reimbursement on account of losses sustained by the
owner and crew of the Norwegian steamer Tampen.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Bllbo Byrnes Costigan
Ashurst Black Capper Couzens
Austin Bone Caraway Davis
Bachman Borah Carey Dickinson
Bailey Brown Chavez Dieterich
Bankhead Bulkley Clark Donahey
Barbour Bulow Connally Duffy
Barkley Burke Coolidge Fletcher
Benson Byrd Copeland Frazier
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George Murray
Gerry La Follette Neely Bhipstead
Gibson Lewis Norbeck Bmith
Glass =0 Norris Steiwer
Gore nergan Nye Thomas, Okla,
Guffy McAdoo O Thomas, Utah
Hale McCarran Overton Townsend
Harrison McGill Pittman Trammell
Hastings McEellar Pope Truman
Hatch McNary Radcliffe Vandenberg
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Murphy Bchwellenbach

Mr, MINTON. I announce that my colleague the senior
Senator from Indiana [Mr. VAN Nuvs] is unavoidably de-
tained from the Senate.

Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typines] and the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER]
are necessarily detained from the Senate.

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. MeTcaLF] is necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

INTERNATIONAL MANUFACTURERS’ SALES CO, OF AMERICA, INC,

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I call attention to the fact
that on yesterday, in the matter of the bill (H. R, 4178) for
the relief of the International Manufacturers’ Sales Co. of
America, Inc., A. S. Postnikoff, trustee, I was appointed a
conferee on the part of the Senate. I wish to withdraw as
such conferee, and to ask that the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Burke] be appointed in my place. My reason for
making the request is that I am opposed to the bill, and
not in a position to serve as a Senate conferee in the
conference. !

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Chair appoints the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Burge] as a conferee on the bill referred to in
place of the Senator from North Carolina [Mr, BamLeyl,

AMENDMENT OF BANERUPTICY ACT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a proposed
draft of legislation to amend an act entitled “An act to
establish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the
United States”, approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory
thereof and supplementary thereto, relative to corporate
reorganizations, which, with the accompanying paper, was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

DAMAGES ARISING FROM OPERATION OF VESSELS OF COAST GUARD
AND PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from
the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury
to consider, ascertain, adjust, and determine certain claims
for damages resulling from the operation of vessels of the
Coast Guard and Public Health Service, which, with the
accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on

AMENDMENT OF PERMANENT APPROPRIATION REPEAL ACT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend section 21 of the Permanent
Appropriation Repeal Act of 1934, and so forth, so as to ex-
cept specifically from its operation any check heretofore or
hereafter drawn by the Treasurer of the United States on
account of the public-debt obligations of the Philippine
Islands or Puerto Rico, and to authorize the Treasurer to
refund the amounts of such checks, which have remained
unpaid, to those governments under certain conditions,
which, with the accompanying paper, was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the follow-
ing resolution of the House of Representatives of the State
of Kentucky, which was referred to the Committee on the
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